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Current Topics. 


The Late Mr. Harold Brown. 


THREE WEEKS ago we had the sad task of recording the death 
of Mr. JOSEPH ADDISON, one of the most universally esteemed 
of solicitors; and now there comes the news of the death, on 
Wednesday night, after a long illness, of Mr. HAROLD Brown, 
his late partner in the firm of Linklater, Addison, & Brown. 
There is something tragic in the deaths so near together of two 
men who for so many years had been closely associated by ties 
both of business and friendship. We hope next week to give 
an account of Mr. BROWN’s career. 


The New Judge. 


“SuTTon, J., est mort. Vive Scrutton, J.” So we may 
summarize in epigram the rather singular Box and Cox drama 
presented by the Lord Chancellor in his choice of a successor to 
fill the vacancy on the bench caused by the resignation through 
illness of Mr. Justice SuTrON. Everyone will sympathize with 
the latter in his forced retirement after only five years’ service as 
a judge, and will agree that, with the present pressure of business 
in the King’s Bench Division, he has consulted his own dignity 
and the public interest by resigning rather than applying for a 
further long leave of absence. We trust that the release from 
responsibility may conduce to a complete recovery of health. 
Mr. Justice SCRUTTON comes to the bench with a good reputation 
for learning both before and since his call to the bar in 1882. 
A graduate of both London and Cambridge Universities, he suc- 
ceeded in winning a greater number of prizes, scholarships, and 
honours than has fallen to the lot of many persons; including 
honours in English, classics, moral science, law, and jurisprudence. 
These successes were repeated in bis examinations for the bar, and 
were rewarded by the professorship of Constitutional Law and 
History at University College. At the bar he has achieved a great 
reputation in commercial law—especially in the law of copy- 
right ; his text-book on this complicated subject being by common 
consent one of the best, if not the very best, existing. In addition 
to this work, and a large practice, he has found time to write 
valuable treatises on Charter-parties, Bills of Lading, and the 
Merchant Shipping Acts, and to stand for Parliament and be 
beaten. He will be a stromag accession to the bench, and in 
particular to that contingent of it which can be trusted to deal 
effectively with the Commercial List. He was a member of the 
South-Eastern Circuit, and was recently engaged as a Commis- 
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of the little ironies of life when, on the same day, the announce- 
ment of his elevation to the bench appeared in one column of 
the daily papers, and in another the report that the Court of 
Criminal Appeal had unanimously quashed a conviction upheld 
by himself as Commissioner of Assize. But that is all in the 
day’s work—the slave in the Roman triumph~-and no fear need 
be entertained that he will make other than a strong and effective 
judge. 


The Punishment of Children. 

IT MAY be hoped that some explanation—satisfactory it can 
hardly be—will be forthcoming as to the punishment said to have 
been inflicted by the Hayward's Heath justices on a boy of 
twelve for stealing a piece of coal. If anyone was casually asked 
what would be the punishment in such a case, he would, we have 
no doubt, at once say, send the child to his father to be dealt 
with. Not so the Hayward’s Heath magistrates, who, if the 
reports in the press are true, sentenced him to a birching, and 
six years’ detention in a reformatory or training ship. The 
Home Secretary’s telegram was too late to stop the first part of 
the punishment, but it will be the cause of inquiry as to the 
second. The reports are too circumstantial for it to be easily 
believed that they are untrue or exaggerated, and the circum- 
stances suggest grave doubts as to allowing such power of 
punishment to justices. Only in a very extreme case can it be 
justifiable to take a child compulsorily from its home and place 
it in a penal institution, and such a punishment should not be 
inflicted save by a high judicial authority. 


The Two Houses of Parliament. 


THE DEBATE in the House of Commons on the Veto 
Resolutions continues, this week having been mainly devoted to 
the consideration of the second resolution—theoretically the most 
important of the three—which affirms the desirability “ that the 
powers of the House of Lords as respects Bills other than money 
Bills be restricted by law.” This is the most important of the 
Veto Resolutions in theory because it aims at making a more 
drastic change in the relations between the two Houses than do 
the other resolutions. It has been suggested that for practical 
purposes the object of the change proposed by the second 
resolution (relating to Bills other than money Bills) might be 
effected by means of the first resolution (relating to money Bills). 
How this might, perhaps, be done is shewn by the specimen 
of a draft Bill published in the Times of April 10th, as part 
of a letter from Mr. GrorGe Cave, K.C. This draft Bill is 
ingeniously drawn, with the view of illustrating how a Bill (in 
form a money Bill, and therefore ex hypothesi under the first 
resolution incapable of rejection or alteration by the House of 
Lords) could be so framed as to bring about nationalization of 
the land and of the liquor-selling monopoly, disendowment of 
the Church, nationalization of the railways, &c. The method of 
procedure is simply to tax various kinds of property at the 
rate of 20s. in the £ of their value. But it may be doubted 
whether in practice this use could be made of money Bills. 


Statutory Legislatures. 


ON THE general question of the advisability of regulating the 
relations between the two Houses by law instead of leaving 
them to be regulated by the conventions of the constitution, it 
may be observed that of the seventeen Legislatures in the self- 
governing oversea dominions which have second chambers only 
seven have provisions in their “ paper constitution” for settling 
differences between the two chambers, these seven being either 
newly created constitutions or old constitutions newly amended. 
A Parliamentary Paper has recently been published, in the form 
of a Return shewing for each Legislature in the self-governing 
dominions :—‘(1) The composition of the second chamber, and 
the method of nomination or election; (2) its powers or dis- 
abilities with regard to (a) finance, () general legislation ; (3) 
the provisions, if any, for the adjustment of differences which 
may arise between the two chambers, (a) with regard to finance, 
and (5) general legislation.” The seventeen Legislatures comprise 
the federal Legislatures of Canada and Australia, the new unified 
Legislature of South Africa, the Legislatures of Newfoundland 


and New Zealand, and those of the six States of Australia, two 
provinces of Canada, and the existing four self-governing colonies 
of South Africa. A not very prominent footnote on p. 3 of the 
Return draws attention to the fact that Quebec and Nova Scotia 
are the only Canadian provinces that enjoy the luxury of a 
second chamber. The other nine (there being eleven provincial 
divisions in Canada) manage to do with single-chamber Legisla- 
tures. But the different provinces of the Dominion of Canada 
are not, of course, self-governing communities in the proper 
sense—their theoretical position is not the same as that of the 
States of the Australian Commonwealth. After the Union of 
South Africa comes into existence on the 31st of May, the four 
South African local Legislatures will disappear altogether, and 
the provincial councils which will take their place will be inferior 
in power and status even to the Canadian single-chamber 
Legislatures. 


Tne Copyright Conference. 


IT 1S ANNOUNCED that a conference of representatives of the 
British Government and of the self-governing Colonies will be 
held in London in May to consider the Berne Copyright Conven- 
tion of 1886, as revised by the Berne Conference in November, 
1908, and the attitude of the Empire towards the subject of 
copyright. It is expected that the conference will meet on the 18th 
of May, but the actual date has not been fixed. Australia, New 
Zealand, and the South African Colonies will be represented, 
and, of home departments, the Board of Trade, the Foreign 
Office, and the Colonial Office. The main question for consid- 
eration will be whether it‘is advisable to promote an Imperial 
Copyright Act, applying to the whole Empire, or a British domestic 
Act, with power to the self-governing Colonies to bring them- 
selves within its scope afterwards. Article 26 of the revised 
Convention provides that the contracting countries shall have 
the right to accede to the Convention at any time for their 
colonies or foreign possessions. Material for the deliberations 
of the conference is furnished by the Report of the Board of 
Trade Copyright Committee, which was issued last December, 
and which emphasized the necessity of consolidating and simpli- 
fying the whole statute law of copyright in the United King- 
dom. “It would,” said the report, “be a great advantage if 
the British law were placed on a plain and uniform basis, and 
that basis one which is common, so far as practicable, to the 
nations which join the Convention.” The conference will have 
the opportunity of considering how far this object can be realized 
for the Empire generally. 


The Public Trustee and the Press, 

A CORRESPONDENT has forwarded us a recent issue of the Social 
Gazette of the Salvation Army, containing one of those laudatory 
notices of the Public Trustee and his work with which we are 
now familiar. Whether the article is prompted by that official 
or no, it is in keeping with the policy of self-advertisement 
which he has associated with his office. We are told that 
“‘more than one Government Department has been established 
that has proved not only costly but, to the ordinary observer, 
not of much practical benefit to the community.” Very possibly. 
There is the Land Registry office, which is a very negative 
quantity in the way of practical benefit, and a very positive 
quantity in the way of expense. But the Public Trustee should 
not make suggestions of this kind. Otherwise we are not sure 
at what the remark is aimed. The Army and Navy are expen- 
sive, but, while the world continues degenerate, they have perhaps 
a practical utility. The Post Office is to the credit side of revenue. 
However, we need not continue the list. The Public Trustees 
department, at any rate, is all right. “It has not only justified 
its creation, but supplies a very real want at no cost whatever to the 
taxpayer.”- And nothing is too small for it. It will manage 4 
costermonger’s business ; and send an overcoat to Canada ; and 
find a situation for a girl ina“ large drapery establishment.” 
In other words, having assets and children on its hands, it has 
to look after them ; but it does not follow that the department 
does this as well as if the assets and children were left to muré 
natural management, nor do other departments, or private 
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petty details incident to their work. These things have to be 
done, but they are not talked about. “ No matter how small 
the estate may be, the Public Trustee, merely because it is small, 
will not refuse to act and realise it for the benefit of those 
entitled.” Benevolent and self-sacrificing official! But there is 
no hint in the article that this was a condition of his appoint- 
ment. ‘“ The Public Trustee,” so runs section 2 (3) of the Public 
Trustee Act, 1907, “shall not decline to accept any trust on the 
ground only of the small value of the trust property.” It is 
always well to make a virtue of necessity. 


The Trial of the Countess Tarnovska. 


THE TRIAL for murder of the Countess TARNOVSKA which is 
now proceeding at Venice has already lasted six weeks, and it is 
believed will not finish until another period of three weeks has 
elapsed. It can only interest English lawyers as an example of 
dilatory procedure (thirty months have elapsed since the countess 
was arrested), and of the extraordinary elasticity of the Italian 
laws of evidence, We are not, however, disposed to think that 
the law with regard to the substitution of jurors, which has 
already been put in force at the trial, is equally open to criticism. 
The code of criminal procedure requires that the assize court, 
whenever it shall appear that a criminal trial is likely to be of 
long duration, may order that, before the jury are empannelled, 
one or two supplementary jurors, in addition to the twelve who 
ordinarily serve, shall also be selected. These supplementary 
jurors attend in court during the trial, and if any one of the 
regular jurors is disabled he is replaced by a substitute. A 
criminal trial of remarkable length is not wholly unknown in 
thiscountry ; the case of ARTHUR ORTON, the claimant to the Tich- 
borne baronetcy, who was convicted of perjury in 1873, has not 
been forgotten. The death or diszblement of one of the jurors 
at this trial would have caused extraordinary inconvenience, and 
might possibly have led to a failure of justice. In this respect 
there is a great advantage in the Italian procedure. 


The Appointment of Justices. 


THE TAKING of evidence by the Royal Commission on the 
Selection of Justices of the Peace continues, but it does not seem 
to add much to what is already known on the subject. At the 
sitting of the Commission last Tuesday Sir CHARLES DILKE 
extolled Lord HERSCHELL’S method of making appointments, 
but it has, we believe, been generally understood that that 
eminent Lord Chancellor, in the labour he devoted to remodelling 
the magisterial bench, undertook a task beyond any one man’s 
strength. Whether Lord LorEBurn’s efforts have been equal to 
those of his predecessor on that side of politics we cannot say ; 
but no one doubts that he has applied himself conscientiously to 
the task of making the best appointments, though his efforts 
have, perhaps, not been adequately appreciated by some of his 
own party. Sir CHARLES DILKE desires a continuance of the 
means adopted by Lord HERsSCHELL and Lord LorEBURN, and 
prefers it to any mechanical system of appointment. He regards 
the intrusion of the Lord Lieuténant in the matter as accidental. 
But we imagine that it is hopeless to expect a succession of 
Lord Chancellors who will have the time and energy to exercise 
a real discretion in regard to such a number of appointments 
as have to be made every year. The Lord Lieutenant 
seems to have come in as a necessary assistant to the 
Lord Chancellor, and the real question is whether any 
person or body of persons can be efficiently substituted for him. 


The majority of the magistrates must be men of leisure ; the | 


working-man magistrate must in the nature of things be excep- 
tional. It follows almost inevitably that magistrates will, to a 
predominating extent, be men of some social standing, and will 
belong to the political party which has most adherents in this posi- 
tion. The problem is how to deal with this state of affairs so as to 
secure that the other side in politics is adequately represented, or 
rather thatappointments shall be made quite irrespectiveof politics. 
Another witness at the sitting of the Commission on Tuesday— 
Sir ALFRED PEASE, who has been a justice for the North Riding 
for thirty years—suggested that each magistrate should “be 
required to pass a simple and very elementary examination in 
magisterial duties, law, procedure, &c.” We hope not. A little 


learning is a dangerous thing. It is much better for the magis- 
trates to look to their clerk for expert knowledge. As soon as 
this is required in a magistrate, the system must be changed and 
we must have stipendiary magistrates. 


The Sale of Poisons to Young Persons. 

WE READ that at an inquest in the Southwark Coroner’s 
Court upon the body of a young girl who had poisoned herself 
with carbolic acid, the coroner made the pertinent observation 
that in these days we are not allowed to send children under a 
certain age for beer, unless the bottle is well secured, but that, so 
far as the coroner knew, any child could make its way to a 
chemist and buy a deadly poison like carbolic acid. A chemist 
deposed that he had sold a pennyworth (two grammes) of carbolic 
acid to the girl, telling her to be careful with it, and he added that 
he was strongly of opinion that the law should not allow children 
to be sent for poison. The sale of carbolic acid appears to 
be regulated by the Pharmacy Act, 1868, as amended by the 
Pharmacy Act, 1908. By section 17 of the earlier Act it cannot 
lawfully be sold to any person unknown to the seller unless intro- 
duced by some person known to the seller, and it does not 
appear whether this condition was satisfied in the foregoing case. 
We have been informed that in different parts of England 
chloroform and laudanum are freely supplied to purchasers with 
little or no regard to the statutory regulations in force. It is 
observed in the last edition of Taylor on Medical Jurisprudence 
that the Act has not succeeded in entirely preventing the improper 
use of the substances specified in its schedule; nor could it be 
expected todo so, but it has been and continues to be of most 
material use to the public and to the ends of justice. The 
addition of carbolic acid, which is largely used in connection 
with agriculture and horticulture, to the list of poisons referred 
to in the Pharmacy Acts was chiefly due to the action of the 
Pharmaceutical Society. 


Unreasonable Withholding of Consent to 
Assignment. 

WHERE A lease contains the usual covenant against assign- 
ment without the lessor’s consent, such consent not to be unreason- 
ably withheld, the lessee is set free from the covenant, and is 
entitled to assign without licence, if the consent is in fact un. 
reasonably withheld. But until it has been judicially deter- 
mined that the withholding of the consent is unreasonable he 
incurs considerable risk by adopting this course, for if he makes 
a mistake he is liable to forfeiture of the lease. Hence he is 
entitled to go to the court for a declaration that the lessor’s 
consent has been unreasonably withheld, and such an order has 
been made in several cases: Young v. Ashley Gardens Properties 
(Limited) (1903, 2 Ch. 112), Jenkins v. Price (1907, 2 Ch. 229). 
In the recent case of Evans v. Levy (1910, 1 Ch. 452) the lessor 
refused consent te a re-assignment by the assignee of a lease to 
his wife except on condition that he should covenant for pay- 
ment of the rent and performance of the covenants during the 
whole residue of the term. Eves, J., held that this was unreason- 
able, though he considered that it would have been reasonable 
to require the husband to covenant as surety for his wife. 
Accordingly the plaintiff obtained a declaration that the condi- 
tion was one which the lessor was not entitled to impose. In 
Young v. Ashley Gardens Properties (Limited) (supra) the unsuc- 
cessful lessor was ordered to pay the costs. In Jenkins v. Price 
(supra) he escaped costs on the ground that the lessor came for 
a declaratory judgment only, and had no cause of action. In 
the present case Eve, J., has followed the latter authority, 
though, apart from this technical reason, the costs ought 
apparently to be paid by the lessor who has set up an untenable 
contentior. 


Statements by Fellow Prisoners. 

THE RECENT judgment of the Court of Criminal Appeal in 
Reg. v. George Thompson is regrettable, not so much for the 
actual decision—for no doubt substantial justice was done—as 
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because the court expressed strong disapproval of the ruling 
of Hawkins, J., in Reg. v. Smith (18 Cox 470). The facts in 
Thompson’s case were as follows: The appellant was indicted, 
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with another man named ARCHER, who pleaded guilty. When 
charged, ARCHER made a voluntary statement to 4 policeman to 
the effect that when the appellant had come out of Dartmoor 
Prison he had approached him (ARCHER), and that he and the 
appellant had then committed together a series of burglaries, 
including the one charged. This statement was afterwards 
written out, and ARCHER signed it. Subsequently, when both 
were placed together, the policeman, having cautioned them 
in the usual way, read out that statement, when the appellant 
immediately said, ‘This is a pack of lies.” This seems to be 
the first case in which a statement of the kind has been held 
to be admissible where it was denied by the prisoner. It is 
submitted that the decision is contrary to principle. It is true 
that in practice a sort of working rule has grown up that 
whatever was said in a party’s presence is receivable against him. 
But the text writers have always laid it down, and the courts 
have always held, that the party’s own conduct in consequence 
of such statement is the sole evidence, and that the statement is 
receivable against him as an admission because, expressly or pre- 
sumably (as, ¢.7., by silence), assented to by him. The precise effect 
of the ruling of HAwKins, J., in Smith’s case was that the question 
whether there is any evidence that the prisoner did not dissent 
from the statement is for the court: its weight is for the jury. The 
Supreme Court of New South Wales took the same view in Jey. 
v. Stevens (1904, 4 N.S. W. State Reports, 727). There it was 
held that where, to prove an admission of guilt, evidence is 
tendered of statements made in the prisoner’s presence and of 
his conduct or remarks in relation thereto, it is the duty of the 
judge, before admitting the evidence, to decide on voir dir 
whether the evidence is such as would justify the jury in inferring 
an admission. In the case recently decided by the Court of 
Criminal Appeal, DARLING, J., is reported to have laid down the 
proposition that “what was said is admissible because the 
appellant had an opportunity of admitting or denying it.” But 
that, it is submitted, is not a complete statement of the law. It 
is a test which is applicable only in a certain type of these cases 
viz., where an admission is inferred from silence. Again, the 
court seemed troubled by the suggestion that the judge at the 
trial “would not know what the prisoner’s reply was going to 
be.” That objection would apply equally to the analogous ease 
of aconfession. But in /ieg. v. Garner (1 Den. 329) ERLE, J.. said. « 
“In every case it is for the judge to decide whether the words | 
were used in such a manner, and under such circumstances, as 
to induce the prisoner to make a confession of guilt, whether 
such confession were true or not.” It is much to be feared that 
the effect of the recent decision will be to encourage a practice 
by the police, which has been growing in recent years, viz.. to 
get in evidence at second hand, by taking down in writing the 
statement of an accomplice or some other person, and then 


Possibly, too, some of these judgments might be improved by the 
omission of a written essay on the law under discussion with 
quotations from previous judgments and copious citations from 
text-books. The judgments of PARKE, B., on commercial law 
shew a judicious abstinence from redundancy, and a comparison 
between the earlier judgments of Lord BLACKBURN in the Queen’s 
Bench and. those which he afterwards delivered in the House of 
Lords will equally, we think, shew the advantage of a compression 
of the reasons for a decision. 
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he Validity and Enforcement of 

rr ° 
l’reaties. 

By “treaties” is here meant all conventions and 
made by the King, as head of the British Empire and the 
United Kingdom in particular, with foreign Powers, whether 
these conventions or agreements relate to the laws of maritime 
warfare, copyright, extradition, or other subject-matter. By 
“validity and enforcement” is meant the validity of treaties as 
part of the law of the land binding on British subjects, and the 
enforcement of this part of the law by the ordinary courts of 
justice in proceedings between litigants. Several recent events 
of public importance have served to illustrate the peculiar 
position in English law occupied by those engagements entered 
into by the King with foreign nations, which bind the nation 
as a whole without always binding the individual members of it. 

The most prominent of these recent events is the making of 
the convention known as the Declaration of London, particularly 
in its connection with the proposed international Prize Court at 
The Hague. On the 3rd of March last attention was called in 
the House of Commons to these matters by Mr. BowLes. Mr. 
BoWLEs is not a lawyer, and his questions lack the precision with 
which they would probably have been framed by a professional 
lawyer, but the questions are perfectly intelligible and very much 
propos. The Secretary for Foreign Affairs was asked, in effect, 
whether it was intended that the Declaration of London should 
be ratified without the assent of Parliament, and how it was 
proposed to make it practically operative. As to the international 
Prize Court, it was asked when a Bill to give effect to the pro- 
posals of The Hague Conference was to be brought in. Sir 
EDWARD GREY’s answers were not very definite. There seems to 
be a possibility, even now, of the Declaration of London not 
being ratified, and of the intended legislation on the subject of 
the Prize Court even now falling through. It is not necessary 
to enlarge upon the intrinsic importance of these matters. They 
are, however, very important in another way—as affording an 
excellent typical illustration of the place of treaties in the juris- 


agreements 





reading it over to the accused. The Lord Chief Justice is 

reported to have said in this case: “If the jury are told, You 

are not to believe a word of that statement simply because it is | 
made, but you are to use your own judgment about it, that is a | 
proper direction.” But in practice it is impossible to eradicate 

from the mind of the jury the impression made by the statement 

itself, and any looseness in admitting such statements is 

dangerous in the highest degree. 


Conciseness in the Preparation of Judgments. 

IN A BIOGRAPHICAL notice of the late A. D. BREWER, for more 
than twenty years an associate justice of the Supreme Court of 
the United States, it is stated that it was a leading characteristic | 
of the learned judge that he never occupied ary of the time of 
the court or of the public by the delivery of a protracted 
judgment. He had many years ago come to the conclusion that 
the audience in the court room was so limited that it would be 
a waste of time to read a long judgment at length. 
give his conclusions in a few words and afterwards hand down 


prudence of the common Jaw and constitutional law of England. 
The Newfoundland case of Valier v. Baird in 1892 was referred 
to by Mr. Bowes in his questions as indicating their general 
importance. 

It is the more important to recognize clearly how and where 
treaties stand in English law as administered by the courts, 
because the theory and practice of the United States differ com 
pletely from ours on this point. Throughout the United States, and 
in every individual State, every treaty formally entered into so as 
to bind the country as a whole is part of the law of the land, and 
as such must be taken cognizance of judicially in the courts. 
Treaty law, in fact, forms a branch of law in the United States 
alongside of and independent of statute law, and it has frequently 
been found extremely difficult for the courts to decide on the 


conflicting claims to priority of recognition as between a statute 


of the Federal Legislature, or some State Legislature, and a treaty 


entered into with a foreign Power and properly ratified by the 
He would | senate. 


A “treaty ” occupies a totally different rank in the English 


the proof sheets of his judgment, which was always carefully 
prepared. It might be well if the example of the learned judge 
could be followed in this country. It sometimes happens that 


the greater part of a day is occupied by the reading of written | 


judgments, those who are present consisting of the junior 
counsel and the clerks of the solicitors of the parties concerned. 


law of the United Kingdom and the British Empire. Broadly 
and generally the individual British subject is not affected as 
| regards his rights and liabilities by any treaty entered into by 
the Crown. To affect these rights and liabilities some statute 
must be shewn to have enacted, expressly or impliedly, the pro- 
visions of the treaty. This is the practical side of the well- 
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established theory of our constitution at the present day—it is 
Parliament, not the Monarch, that is the legal Sovereign. The 
general distinction between treaties, entered into by the Crown 
alone, and Acts of Parliament has been recognized and laid 
down in many decided cases. The question came before the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council in Walker v. Baird 
(1892, A.C. 491). This case arose out of the long-standing 
fishery disputes between the French and British fishermen on 
the coast of Newfoundland. In 1889 a modus vivendi for the 
lobster fishing during the season had been arranged between 
the French and British Governments, and certain lobster fac- 
tories were not to be permitted. The commander of a British 
warship took steps forcibly to close one of these factories, and 
the owner sued him in the Newfoundland courts. The defendant | 
was defeated in the local courts and appealed to the Privy Coun- 
cil. The argument for the appellant was “that the Crown, by 
its prerogative, can bind its subjects by treaty; that it is an 
offence by the common law to disobey the provisions of a public 
treaty of ” the kind in question. But Lord HerscueE t, in deliver- 
ing the judgment of the Board in favour of the respondent 
(plaintiff), said: “The learned Attorney-General, who argued 
the case before their lordships on behalf of the appellant, conceded 
that he could not maintain the proposition that the Crown could 
sanction an invasion by its officers of the rights of private indi- 
viduals whenever it was necessary in order to compel obedience to 
the provisions of a treaty,” and the appeal was dismissed. 

With respect to the Declaration of London, Sir Epwarp 
GREY appeared to be in doubt as to “ whether any steps are 
required to render the Declaration binding on British Prize 
Courts,” and said that this *‘was still under the consideration 
of His Majesty’s Government.” Possibly the subject-matter of 
this Declaration may stand on a somewhat different footing, 
but it seems a “strong” thing to say that any British court 
can be required to take cognizance of a treaty not sanctioned by 
any Act of Parliament. Another recent convention, however, 
may be cited asan instance of a treaty which cannot possibly be 
binding on any British court until its provisions have received 
the force of statute law by being embodied in an Act of Parlia- 
ment. The case in point is the Revised International Copyright 
Convention signed at Berlin in November, 1908. So far as the 
provisions of this Convention differ from those of the earlier 
Conventions, they cannot become part of the copyright law of the 








United Kingdom without the help of an Act of Parliament. As 
a matter of fact this Revised Convention is much more 
a mere revised edition of the former Conventions. Choreo- 
graphic works and architecture are expressly protected by the new 


than | 


Convention, though not the subjects of any former Convention, | 


and not protected by ordinary copyright law. These cannot be 
protected in the United Kingdom until an Act of Parliament is 
passed which embodies the novel provisions of the Revised Con- 
vention, and this is, in fact, recognized by the Convention itself, 
for by article 2 “The contracting countries shall be bound to 
make provision for the protection of the above-mentioned works,” 
i.é., architecture, &c. 

The treaties most frequently relied on in ordinary courts of 
justice are extradition treaties. But these treaties can only be 
enforced in the United Kingdom by virtue of the provisions of 
the Extradition Acts, 1870 to 1906, which authorize Orders in 
Council to be made applying the Acts to the treaties. From 
time to time new crimes are added to the list of extraditable 
offences, and the Convention between the King and the foreign 
country is embodied in a new Act of Parliament. Thus, bribery 
was, by a Convention between this country and the United 
States, added to the list of extraditable offences, and the 
Convention was at once, and necessarily, followed up by the 
Extradition Act, 1906 (6 Edw. 7, c. 15), adding bribery to the 
list of crimes in the First Schedule to the Extradition Act, 1870. 





In the course of the hearing of an application in the Court of Criminal 
Appeal last week Mr. Justice Channell mentioned, in reference to the 
difficulty some jurymen experienced in repeating corre tly the words 
of the oath, that in a case before him recently one juryman, instead of | 
said ‘** the 


using the words ‘‘ the prisoner whom I shall have in charge,”’ 
prisoner whom [I shall giv: 


1 chance.”’ 





Expenses of Party Walls. 


QUESTIONS respecting party walls do not frequently arise in 
practice, but when they do they are apt to be difficult. The term 
“party wall,” as Fry, J., observed in Watson v. Gray (14 Ch. D., 
p. 194), is rather popular than legal, and it appears to denote a 
wall separating adjoining premises and serving for support to both. 
But the nature of the legal interest of each owner in the wall may 
vary. Ordinarily the wall belongs to the two adjoining owners 
as tenants in common. It is usually difficult to ascertain the 
exact boundary line between the two properties, though, if it 
passed along the centre of the wall one half of the wall might be 
long exclusively to one owner and the other half to the other 
owner. All that can with certainty be said is that the wall 
divides the two properties and that it is in fact used in common. 
The reasonable assumption is that the two owners of the premises 
originally agreed to hold the sits of the wall in common, and upon 
this assumption is based the rule that a party wall is primd fact 
held on a tenancy in common. In Cubitt v. Porter (8 B. & C., p. 
263) Bay ey, J., in considering the various ways in which the 
ownership of the wall might be divided, said, “If the land on 
which the wall was built belonged on one side to one party, and 
on the other to the other party, and they between them agreed 
to build the wall, it would have been prudent at least to make 
this bargain, that so long as there was to be a wall continu- 
ing on this property, the land on which it was built, and the 
wall which upon the land, should be taken and con- 
sidered to be the common property of the two, and that the 
owners of the estates on each side should be tenants in common 
of the undivided moiety of that land and of the wall; with 
the power of adopting such remedies for partition as tenants 
in common may adopt.” Apparently this should have run, 
“tenants in common of that land and of the wall in undivided 
moieties,” and the learned judge held that the ordinary assump- 
tion ought to be that this agreement had been made. Similarly 
Hotroyp, J., said: “The presumption arising from the acts 
of enjoyment is, that the wall was the property of the plaintiff 
and defendant as tenants in common.” 

Fry, J., in Watson v. Gray (supra) adopted this as the common 
and primary meaning of the term “party wall,” though he 
pointed out various modifications of the proprietary rights in it. 
It may also signify a wall divided longitudinally into two strips, 
one belonging to each of the neighbouring owners ; or it may 
mean a wall which belongs entirely to one of the adjoining 
owners, but is subject to an easement or right in the other to 
have it maintained asa dividing wall between the two tenements ; 
or the term may designate a wall divided longitudinally into two 
moicties, each moiety being subject to a cross-easement in favour 
of the owner of the other moiety. Whether any of these 
latter cases represent the real interests of the two owners 
respectively will depend on the circumstances attending the 
building and user of the wall. But where no evidence on the 
matter is available, then the primi fac rule applies, and the 
wall is held by the adjoining owners as tenants in common in 
undivided moieties. 

For practical purposes questions as to party walls usually arise 
when expense has to be incurred in repairs or improvements, and 
an interesting example is contained in the recent case of 
Mason v. Fulham Corporation (1910, 1 K. B. 631), where the provi 
sions of the London Building Act, 1894, on the subject had to 
be applied. Section 5 (16) of that Act defines a “ party wall” as 
‘‘a wall forming part of a building, and used, or constructed to 
be used, for separation of adjoining buildings belonging to 
different owners.” There is more in the definition, but this is 
sufficient to shew that the Act, in using the term, does not 
purport to fix the precise legal relation of the owners, but only 
to denote that the wall is in fact used for separation. Part VIII. 
(sections 87-101) regulates the rights of adjoining owners, and 
section 95 provides how expenses of repairing, or of raising or 
underpinning a party wall are to be borne. The owner who 
does the work is called the building owner ; the other is called 
the adjoining owner. The cost of repair is borne by the 
two owners jointly, in proportion to: the use which each makes 
of the wall, Usually they will make equal use of it. The 
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cost of raising or underpinning is borne, in the first instance, 
by the building owner, but section 95 provides, in the con- 
cluding part, that if at any time the adjoining owner makes 


use of the party wall which has been raised or underpinned, 
beyond the use thereof made by him before the alteration, he is 
to bear a due proportion of the expenses having regard to the 
use that he may make thereof; and section 99 provides that 
“ where the adjoining owner is liable to contribute to the expenses 
of building any party structure, then, until such contribution 
is paid, the building owner at whose expense the same was 
built shall stand possessed of the sole property in the structure.” 

In cases where there is no change in the ownership of the 
premises of the building owner between the time when the ex- 
penses of raising a party wall are incurred and the time when 
the adjoining owner desires to make additional use of it, and so 
becomes liable to pay a portion of the expenses, there is no 
doubt as to the manner in which these provisions apply. But 
where the building owner has in the interval disposed of the 
premises, the question arises whether the portion of the expenses 
payable by the adjoining owner is to be paid to the original 
building owner or to his successor in title. There is some 
reason for saying that the original building owner should be the 
recipient. The expenses have been borne by him, and it is 
unlikely that he will have sold the house at an enhanced price on 
the chance of a part of the expenses being recouped, while, if 
his successor receives the money, it is an unearned and un- 
expected increment. But the question has, of course, to be 
determined in accordance with the provisions of the statute so 
far as they afford any guidance. 

In Mason vy. Fulham Corporation (supra) the premises of the 
plaintiff, who was the building owner, adjoined premises of the 
Fulham Free Library. In 1895 he was desirous of rebuilding a 
party wall between his stabling and the library garden, and of 
raising it from the height of ten feet to forty feet. Notice 





pass with the assignment of the property.” This seems to be the 
more convenient view, and, as the learned judge pointed out 
the building owner can, if he thinks the contingent right to con. 
tribution has any substantial value, reserve the benefit of it to 
himself unless the purchaser will pay for it. If no such 
reservation is made, then the purchaser takes it as an incident 
of his ownership. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


JONES ». STOTT AND OTHERS. No. 1. 5th April. 
Costs—AppraL AND Cross-APPpEAL—R.S.C. LVIII. 6, 7. 


The plaintiff sued the defendants, and the trial ended in judgment 
being entered for the defendanis without costs. Both parties appealed, 
but the defendants set down their appeal (which was merely for costs of 
the action) first. Consequently, the plaintiff's appeal, which raised 
the substantial issue as at the trial, came on by way of cross-appeal. On 
the hearing of the appeals both were dismissed with costs. 

Held, that in taxing the costs the appeal and cross-appeal should bi 
treated by the taxing-master as two separate appeals. 

Saner v. Bilton (Z. R. 11 C.D. 416) considered. 

Appeal by the plaintiff on a question of taxation arising out of an 
order made by the Court of Appeal in an action decided last sittings, 
The facts sufficiently appear from the judgment. 

VaucHAN Wittiams, L.J.—I do not think that in this case we have 
anything further to do than to consider the terms of the order which 
was made in this court. The part of the order which deals with costs 
is as follows :—‘‘ Upon hearing Mr. Scott Fox, for the defendant, and 
Mr. Norman Craig, for the plaintiff, on the notice of motion, dated 26th 
day of February, 1909, given on behalf of the defendants on appeal 
from so much of the judgment of A. T. Lawrence, J., given on the 
trial of this action before him at York on the 15th day of January, 1909, 
as directs that the defendants shall have no costs, and as deprives them 
of their costs of the action, that such part of the said judgment as directs 
as aforesaid might be reversed and set aside, and that the judgment in 




















yas given under the London Building Act, 1894, to the library 
commissioners of his intention to do this work, and by an agree- 
ment of the 21st of May, 1895, it was agreed that the com- 
missioners should have the right at any time thereafter to use 
the party wall on paying one half of the costs as certified by 
their surveyor. The cost was certified at £111 9s. In 1896 
the plaintiff conveyed his house to SLATER, without any assign- 
ment of the benefit of the agreement. and in 1899 SLATER 
conveyed to Sir E. GAtswortuy. In 1908 the library commis- 
sioners were desirous of using the party wall, and paid to Sir 
E. GALSWORTHY, as the then building owner, one-half the cost of 
its erection. The plaintiff thereupon claimed against them 
payment of the amount to himself under the terms of the 
agreement of the 21st of May, 1895, but the Divisional Court, 
affirming the judgment of the judge of the Brompton County 
Court, held that the claim could not be sustained. 

The Divisional Court considered, in accordance with the cases 
referred to above, that the plaintiff and defendants were, at the 
time the party wall was raised, tenants in common of the wall, and 
that it was this tenancy in common which passed to the successive 
owners of the premises of the building owner. But the only 
indication as to who is entitled to receive the payment seems to 
be contained in section 99 of the Act quoted above, which refers 
to ‘‘the building owner at whose expense” the party wall was 
built. The section does not say expressly that the payment is to 
be made to him, but it makes him the sole owner of the wall 
until the share of expense is paid, and gives him this sole 
ownership as a security for the money should it ever become pay- 
able. To have the benefit of this security he must continue to 
be the owner. On the other hand, if he conveys the property, 
his successor cannot properly be described as “the building 
owner at whose expense ” the wall was built. It seems that the 
draftsman of the section did not contemplate the case of a change of 
ownership, but the court held that the section must be taken to refer 
to the owner for the time being. ‘The words ‘the build ng 
owner at whose expense the same was built’ must,” said 
PHILLIMORE, J., “be taken to mean the person who at the 
material time happens to be the owner of the plot, whether there 
has in the interval been a change of ownership or not. It is 


the said action might be entered for the defendants with costs. And 
upon hearing the same counsel on the cross-notice, dated the 19th 
day of April, 1909, given on behalf of the plaintiff of his intention to 
contend that the said judgment should be reversed or varied in so far 
as it adjudges that judgment be entered for the defendant without 
costs, and instead thereof that judgment should be entered for the 
plaintiff with costs.’’. That cross-notice went to the whole of the 
plaintiff’s alleged cause of action, and the whole of the learned judge’s 
decision that the defendants ought to have judgment, but without 
costs—‘‘ and upon reading the said judgment. It is ordered that the 
said judgment be affirmed and the appeal of the defendants be dis 
missed with costs, to be taxed by the taxing master.’’ That is, the 
defendants failed altogether to get the judgment of the learned judge 
modified by striking out so much of it as said the defendants were to 
have no costs, and giving the defendants costs—‘‘ and that the cross 
notice of the plaintiff be also dismissed with costs, to be taxed by the 
taxing-master.’’ That is, the plaintiff’s cross-notice, in which he 
claims ‘that he ought to have judgment in the action, and I suppose 
probably claimed it—I have not got the actual motion before me— 
the judgment with costs, I suppose it was dismissed and the costs 
taxed by the taxing master. It seems to me, as far as that is con 
cerned, it is a simple order under which there would be two taxations 
in respect of these two separate appeals. The order goes on: ‘‘ And 
it is ordered that the taxing-master do set off the plaintiff’s costs 
of the appeal and the defendants’ costs of the cross-notice when so 
respectively taxed and certify to which of the parties the balance 
after such set off is due, and that such balance be then paid by th 
party to whom the same shall be certified to be due.’’ It seems to me 
that that is a very specific order, and I am told that that order ought 
to be read in the light of a practice in respect of claim and counter 
claim which was established by a judgment of Fry, J., as he then was, 
in Saner v. Bilton (L. R. 11 C. D. 416), a practice which results in the 
taxing-master having to conduct his taxation upon the basis of which 
of the two sides is entitled to get general costs. I do not myself think 
that the practice applies to the present case, having regard to the 
present order. I think that it was intended by the very terms 
of this order that there should be really two taxations, and that then, 
when these two taxations had been separately arrived at, the amount 
of the one should be set against the amount of the other, and 
that the balance should be paid by the one to the other in accordance 
with that result. Therefore it seems to me that that order is not 
really, and ought not really, to be affected by this practice to which 
we have been referred. It may very well be that the order that 
this court made was not in accordance with the practice which was 
in force, if there was such a practice, in respect of cross-appeals. 

cannot say. But I frankly say that at the time when I was a party 
to the making of this order I was not aware that there was any such 
practice which would give to our order a different result from that 








only reasonable to assume that the rights of the building owner 


which would have come out if the words of the order simply had been 
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jooked at, and the taxation conducted accordingly. It was said, I 
think, both by Mr. Tindal Atkinson and Mr. Norman Craig, that in 
arriving at such a conclusion as I have just described the court would 
run the risk of telling the taxing-master to allow sums for costs 
which had not in fact been incurred. I quite agree that if the result 
would be that which it is feared it might be, the master on taxation 
would probably say, ‘‘ This is an order which it is impossible effec- 
tually to carry out, because it is made upon the basis that there really 
had been one set of costs for the defendant’s appeal and another set 
of costs in respect of the plaintiff's appeal, and that steps in these 
two appeals had been taken which in fact had not been taken; then 
when I come to tax I cannot possibly allow costs or fix an amount for 
costs in respect to costs which have never really been incurred.”’ 
jut I think, and I think Hamilton, J., thought, as far as I can judge 
from what I have heard and what took place, that there is really 
no such real difficulty here. It is true that there was really only one 
brief on each side in respect of these two appeals. If you come to 
apportion the fees on those briefs, then the deadlock will not arise 
which has been suggested. I asked the question, and both sides are 
agreed that there would not be the very slightest difficulty in appor- 
tioning the sum given on the one brief partly to one appeal and partly 
to the other appeal, and if there is no difficulty in doing that—and I 
do not understand from the master’s answers that there is anv diffi- 
culty—I see no reason for interfering with the judgment of Hamilton, 
J. I think, therefore, this appeal fails, and ought to be dismissed 
with costs. : 

FLETCHER Movtton, L.J.—I am also of opinion that the decision of 
Hamilton, J., was right. In this case the plaintiff failed in his action, 
but the judge gave judgment for the defendant without costs. Both 
parties appealed from that decision, and each claimed that judgment 
ought to be entered for him with costs. The defendants only appealed 
therefore against the disallowance of their costs. It happened that 
the defendants lodged their notice of appeal first, and then by ord. 
58, rr. 6 and 7, there is to be no separate notice of appeal on the 
other side, but what is called a cross-notice of appeal is given. In 
my opinion that is merely machinery to ensure that if there are 
appeals by both parties those two shall come on together, and that 
there is no other meaning or object of those rules. The consequence 
is that it by no means follows that the appeal and the cross-appeal 
are dependent one on the other. They may be so; but they may be 
quite independent. In this case they were quite independent, and the 
rights of the parties when they came to argue these appeals were, in 
my opinion, exactly the same as if two independent notices of appeal 
had been given, and they were heard by the court at the same time. 
The appeal of the plaintiff was by far the wider in its scope; it went 
to the whole of the decision, and if the two had been contested at 
length I think it is quite possible that. the court might have elected 
to hear the appeal against the whole of the decision before it heard 
the appeal with regard to costs, and there would have been nothing, 
in my opinion, contrary to the rules of court if they had chosen to do 
so. Under those circumstances they made one order, which was sub- 
stantially two, dismissing each of those appeals with costs, and the 
question before us is whether the mere fact that one of the appeals 
is in form of notice of appeal and the other of cross-notice of appeal, 
is to give the former such a position of priority that the taxation of 
those two sets of costs are to be on wholly different principles. In 
my opinion the decision of the court was not that in any sense. It 
dismissed each of these appeals as if they were independent appeals, 
with costs, and the master has to tax the costs of this appeal and 
this cross-appeal upon that principle. It is not a matter of any diffi- 
culty. It is similar to that which perpetually occurred before the 
Judicature Act, when there would be an action and a cross-action, 
and the two were tried together, possibly with one brief, or at all 
events with the same counsel, with the same witnesses, and the master 
had to apportion the costs of these two independent actions. There- 
fore there is no difficulty in my mind in the interpretation of the 
order; there is no difficulty in my mind in the carrying out of the 
order so interpreted. I do not mean to say that a cross-notice of 
appeal is always an independent notice. It may be distinctly depen- 
dent; it may be that if the court set aside so much of the decision. 
then the other party will claim that it ought to be done in a parti- 
cular way. Under those circumstances I have no doubt that the 
court would, in giving direction as to taxation, see that the costs of 
that dependent motion were properly awarded. We have nothing 
of that kind here. In my opinion we have simply to consider what 
is the effect of what were practically two independent orders of the 
court upon two independent appeals, and how they should be inter- 
preted. In my opinion, in a difficult case Hamilton, J., has given 
suggestions—they are no more—to the master as to how he should 
carry out what is his duty, that is, apportioning them. Appeal dis- 
missed with costs.—CounskEL, 7'indal Atkinson, K.C., and Norman Craig 
K.C., for the plaintiff; Lowenthal, for the defendant. Souicrtors. 
Pattinson & Brewer: D. H. Davies. 5 

[Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re MASON. MASON . MASON. No. 2. sth April. 


Girt oF Income Untitr Marrtace—Girr Over 
DeatH or LeGATEE UNMARRIED. 


Witt—ConsTRUCTION 


ON MARRIAGE 
A direction to pay income to a legatee until her marriage, followed 
by a gift over on her marriage, does not confer an absolute interest on 


the legatee in the event of her dying without ever having been married, 
the gift over taking effect either on death or marriage. 

Rishton v. Cobb (5 M. & C. 145) distinguished. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. The testatrix by her 
will, dated the 28th of July, 1893, devised and bequeathed her residuary 
estate to the trustees of her will upon the trusts for conversion and 
investment therein specified, and she continued : ‘‘ And I declare that 
my trustees may vary the said stocks, funds, shares and securities at 
their discretion, and shall pay the income of the said trust premises 
unto my daughter, Alice Mason, until she shall marry, and after her 
marriage shall pay to her the legacy or sum of £3,000, free of legacy 
duty, out of the said trust premises, and then divide the balance thereof 
equally between all my sons surviving me.’’ The testatrix died on the 
17th of January, 1897, leaving six sons and one daughter, Alice 
Mason, surviving. Alice Mason died on the 6th of January, 1908, a 
spinster, having by her will left all her property to her surviving 
brothers. Joyce, J., held that the direction in the will that the trustees 
should pay the income of the residuary estate to Alice Mason until she 
should marry was in the event that had happened of her dying un- 
married an absolute gift. The persons entitled to the estate of one of 
the sons who died in the lifetime of Alice Mason appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucktey and 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that, apart from the authorities, the will 
would not have occasioned much doubt or difficulty, but having regard 
to decisions of great weight which had endured for a long time it was 
not a will which was easy to construe. It would be observed that there 
was not in this will in form an absolute gift of the residue to Alice 
Mason. In form the gift was limited in time until she should marry, 
and there was a gift over of the residue in the event of her marriage, 
diminished only in that event by the legacy of £3,000. The question 


KENNEDY, 


was whether there was an absolute indefinite gift of income to het 
with a gift over in an event that could now never happen. On the 


whole his lordship came to the conclusion that he could do what Jeyce, 
J., had felt himself unable to do, and give effect to what he had no 
doubt was the intention of the testatrix. The effect of a direction to 
pay income to a person without any limitation, except until marriage, 
had been discussed again and again. The great case, and he might say 
the great difficulty, was Pishton v. Cobb (5 M. & C. 145). In that case 
the gift was to pay the income to a lady as long as she should continue 
single and unmarried. At the date of the will she had married a 
second husband unknown to the testator. Lord Cottenham said : “ If, 
therefore, she had been single and unmarried, and had so remained, she 
would have been entitled to the dividends, without any limitation of 
time. Her interest would not have been determinable by her death. 
but (independently of the forfeiture or alienation) only by her ceasing 
to be single and unmarried. This is different from a gift of dividends 
during widowhood. The state of widowhood must determine with the 
life of the widow; but the gift so long as the legatee shall remain 
single and unmarried must be considered as requiring the act of 
marriage to determine the interest.’’ The last sentence exactly applied 
to the present case, because the direction was to pay the income to 
Alice Mason until she should marry, and Lord Cottenham apparently 
thought that if that were so the act of marriage was required to 
terminate the interest. But Lord Cottenham went on to point out that 
in Rishton v. Cobb there was no gift over upon marriage or upon death. 
In the present case there was a gift over upon marriage, and that 
seemed to him (the Master of the Rolls) to be a sufficient distinction 
to prevent the passage cited beifig binding on the court in the present 
case. Pishton v. Cobb was discussed in Re Boddington (25 Ch. D. 
685) by Lord Selborne, but Lord Selborne only referred to the earlier 
portion of the passage read, and not to the concluding sentence. A 
similar point came before Farwell, J., in Re Howard, Taylor v. 
Howard (1901. 1 Ch. 412). In that case also there was no gift over, 
but merely a simple trust to pay the income ef a fund to the testator’s 
wife so long as she remained unmarried; and Farwell, J., held that 
in the absence of a gift over Pishton v. Cobb was binding upon him. 
In the present case his lordship was of opinion that the presence of a 
gift over was sufficient to enable the court to say that Pishton vy. 
Cobh did not apply, but that the gift over fell within the principle 
of Jones v. Westcomh (1 Eq. C. Ab. 245, pl. 10), and took effect either 
on the death or on the marriage of Alice Mason. The judgment of 
Jovee, J., and the appeal allowed. 
3ucKLEY, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
-CounseL, S?. John Clerke; 


must be reversed 


Kennepy, L.J.. agreed. {ftwater 
Soxuiciror. Bertram Sturt. 


(Reported by J. I. Strrtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re MARCHANT. WEAVER +. ROYAL SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION 
OF CRUELTY T0 ANIMALS. Parker, J. 6th April. 


Witt—Mistake_ IN Name or InstitvtT1Ion—Bequest To a CuHarrrapre 
Ossect CARRIED ON WITHOUT ORGANISATION—VALIDITY. a 


A testator gave a share in the residue of his estate to ** The Society 





for Cruelty to Animals in the parish of Cheltenham.” There used 
be a ‘* Cheltenham Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 1nimals » 
which afterwards amalgamated with the Royal Society for the Pre the 
tion of Cruelty to Animals. ‘ aici 





Held, that the Royal Society for the Prevention 
was entitled. 

The testator also qave another share in the residue to a place of 
worship carried on by and under the entire control of one man. 


Held, that this was a good charitable object. 


ruelty to Animals 














This was a summons taken out for the determination of two 
questions raised on the will of Samuel Joshua Marchant. By his will, 
inade in July, 1905, the testator gave the residue of his estate in 
equal shares to ‘‘ The Society for Cruelty to Animals,”’ to a certain 
Scotch church, and to two other institutions, ‘‘all in the parish of 
Cheltenham.”’ The R yal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals claimed to be entitled to the share given t * the society for 
Cruelty to Animals.’ It appeared from the idence that until the 
year 1895 there had been a society known as tenham Society 
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals,’’ but that in that year 
this society had amalgamated with the LOY il Society for the Preven 
tion of Cruelty to Animals, and was now known as the Cheltenham 
branch of the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
and that there existed no other society in Cheltenham having a title 
of which the words ruelty to animals ”’ fo rmed part. With regard 
to the gift to the Scotch church, it was argued on be f the next-of 
kin and heir-at-law that, inasmuch as the aeasel vas of the nature of 
a private chapel carried man who had tire ntrol, the 
legacy was not a good t 

PARKER, J., held tl the Royal Society for the Prev of Cruelty 
to Animals was entitled to the legacy, and that the proceeds must 
be paid ove1 t tL « ts entering in ndaertak t se tne money 
for the benefit of its Cheltenham | ch. The gift to the Scotch 
church was valid. The church had been promoted and was being 





conducted by its founder to have e oft wors! ) i t lect in 





it peop sle who would worship according to his doctrine. It had no 
organization other thar what was b ng dot I under. who 
could discontinue the whole thing at any time; vet what | vas doing 
was charitable, and the fact that a charitable object s being carried 
on without any regular organization did not make the object non 
charitable.—CounseL, Young, for the executor; Valhot and Stuart 
Bevan, for the defendant society; all, for the other defendant; 
Sargant, for the Attorney-General; Ford, for the heir-at-law; J'enny 
son, for the next-of-kin. Soricrrors, 7. A. Read, f S. W. Billing 

Cheltenham; SNS. G. Polhill; A. D. Jenkins, Cheltenham: Pritchard, 


Englefield, d& C'o.; Field, Roscoe, d Co.; Solicitor to the Tre sury. 


Reported by F. BRIGGS, Barrisicr-at-Law 


Re ELLIOTT. RAVEN NICHOLSON. Parker, J. 7th April. 
CHARITY—CHARITABLE Brequest—BLiInp PERSONS RESIDENT IN NEW 
CASTLE-ON- TYNE—V ALIwiTY. 


A testator qave the residue of his estate to trustees upon trust to 


pay the income thereof *‘ for the maintenance, support, education, o7 
otherwise for the henefit of blind persons resident in Newcastle-on 
Tyne, ~ « « « but so that the payment of such income shall not 


take away o7 weaken the self-respect of the recipient 


Held, that the intention must be taken to have heen the elief of 
distress, and that the legacy was a gt od charitable quit 


Re Dudgeon, Truman v. Pope (74 ZL. 7’. 613) followed. 


This was a summons taken out by one of the trustees and executors 
of the will of J. M. Elliott for the opinion of the court as to whethe 
a charitable gift contained in the will was good. The testator directed 
his trustees to stand possessed of his residuary estate upon trust to 
apply the income arising from the investments for the time being 
representing the same “‘ for the benefit of the charitable objects next 
hereinafter mentioned in the manner and to the extent hereinafter 
expressed ; that is tosay . . the income of the trust fund shall 
be appropriated ex: lusively for the maintenance, support, and educa 
tion, or otherwise for the benefit of blind persons resident or reputed 
to be resident in the city of Newcastle-on-Tyne or the county borough 
of Gateshead, who, in the opinion of my | 
likely to be, honest, steady, and industrious, my intention being that 
the payment or application of the said income shall not take away o1 
weaken the self-respect of the blind persons from time to time deriving 
benefit therefrom, but shall tend to make the same blind persons fit 
for work and capable of earning an independent living. The will 
also contained other directions as to the management of the fund. On 
behalf of the sole next-of-kin and heiress-at-law it was contended that. 
as there was nothing in the will to confine the benefits of the legacy 
to the poor and necessitous blind, the gift was bad. ; 


trustees, intend to be, or are 


ParKeER, J., held that the gift of residue was a good charitable gift. 
The testator had clearly stated that the objects he had in view were 
charitable; and had directed that no payments were to made to any 
person who would lose his self-respect by receiving such payment. 
Although the will did not expressly state that the benefits were to be 
confined to blind persons who stood in need of help, yet it could be 
gathered from the wording of the will that such was the testator’s 
intention.—CounsEL, Homer, K.C., and Adams, for the plaintiff; 
Vartelli, K.C., and Cozens-Hardy, for the next-of-kin and heiress-at- 
law; Robertson, for the defendant; Sargant, for the Attornev-General. 
Soxicitors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for H. & A. Swinburne. Gates- 
head ; Solicitor to the Trea ury. 


Reported by F. Brigcs, Barrister-at-Law. 
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.statute of Geo. 3 embraces only cases in which the spiritu: 





April 16, 1910. 


|CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
| H High Court—Chancery Division. 


RICKARD v. GRAHAM. Swinfen Eady, J. 25th March. 


| 

} 

| Leases or Rectories—1 & 2 Vict. c. 106, s. 589—Consrruction NULL 
| AND VoIp.”’ 

| Leases or agreements for the letting of benefice residences which 
| do not comply with the provisions of section 59 of 1 & 2 Vict. e. 106, 
| are not void ab initio under that section, but are voidable only, ard 
| become null and void upon the spiritual person being required t de 
in the benefice house 








| The plaintiff in this action claimed a declaration that a lease dated 
| the 22nd of August, 1908, under which the rectory at Great Bi v 
} was demised to him was null and void by reason of the indenture n 
| containing the condition for avoiding ‘the tenancy required to | 
| ins serted ‘therein by 1 & 2 Vict. « 106, s. 59, which provides as fol- 
jlows: ‘* - any agreement made for the letting of the hous 





of iis nce, or the buildings, gardens, orchards, or appurtenances 
necessary for the convenient occupation of the same, belonging to any 
benefice, to which house of residence any spiritual person may be 
required, by order of the bishop, as aforesaid, to proceed and to 
reside therein, or which may be assigned or ap point ed as a residence 
to any curate by the bishop, shall be made in writing, and shall ain 
a provision for avoiding the same, upon a copy of such order, assigr 


ment, or appointment being served upon the occupier thereof or left 
at the house, and otherwise shall be null and void. The defendant, 
the rector of the parish, having in consequence of an accident obtaine 
his bish¢ p’s licence to reside elsewhere, let the re tory to the plaintiff 


on lease, the term to commence on the 14th of August, 1908, 


| continue so long as the defendant should remain rector. The leas 


which did not contain the provision required by the section, con 

inte? ain, a covenant by the defendant for the repair of the 

The plaintiff entered in August, 1908, but left in January, 1909 
consequence, as he alleged, of the house having become uninhabit 
through defects in the roof which caused the ceiling of the drawing 
room to fall, and other damage. He gave a notice in February, 1909 
which purported to terminate the tenancy as from the 14th of August 
ilionion, as being a tenancy from year to year. The plaintiff 
contended that the lease was null and void, and that having regard 
to the language of the statute there could be no valid verbal t 

from year to year since this would be open to the same objectioi 
under the statute as the lease, and equally null and void as the 
statute required every such agreement to be in writing. The contenti 
of the defendant was that the lease was voidable only, and 
having been avoided, was still binding on the plaintiff. 

SwInFEN Eapy, J., in his judgment, after odiline out these facts 
continued : Under the disabling statutes of Elizabeth restrictions are 
imposed upon ecclesiastical corporations, sole and aggregate, and 
leases not made i accordance with their provisions are declared to be 
void. The language of 13 Eliz. c. 10, is ‘‘ shall be utterly void and 
of none effect, to all intents, constructions and purposes, law 
customs, or usages to the contrary notwithstanding.”’ Nevertheless 
by a series of decisions it has been established that such leases are 
not void altogether, but only voidable; that ed are good against 
the grantor himself if a corporation sole; and in the case of a corpora 
tion aggregate good during the lifetime of its head, and that they ar 
voidable at the option only of the grantor’s successors. In ./agdalen 
Hospital v. Knotts (4 A. C. 324) Lord Cairns (at p. 333) explained 
that these cases probably proceeded on the principle of a personal 
estoppel by reason of a personal interest in the head of the corpora 





tion. The question therefore arises, ought the same or an analogous 
construction to be placed on this statute? At common law a lease 
by a rector, whate a its terms, operates in point of law as a demis¢ 
for so long only as = continues parson, for he could not pass a 
greater interest : Price v. Williams (1 M. & W. 13). Under the statut 


of Elizabeth leases may be made (if the statutory provisions are col 
plied with) binding on the parson’s successors, but unless these pr 
visions are complied with they are void against a successor. Then 
there are a series of statutes restricting the parson’s common law 
right of letting the parsonage house for the term of his own incum 


bency. [His lords hip passed these statutes in review, concluding 
the statute 57 Geo. 3, c. s. 52, and continued :] The iff placed 
reat reliance upon the Ps Bate between the language st 





I 
1 person 
whereas section 59 of the statute of 


(section 32) and that of the provision in 1 & 2 Vict 
‘shall be required to reside,” 
Victoria refers to any benefice house in which a spiritual pers 
“may be required to reside.’’ He also contended that there was 1 
occasion to restrict the plain meaning of the words null and void. 
The latter part of section 59, however, throws some light on the forme 
part. In my opinion full effect is given to the statute, and to tl! 
object of public policy in view, by holding that under section 59 of 1 & 
2 Vict. c. 106 all leases or agreements not complying with its provisi 
are voidable, and become absolutely null and void upon the 
person being required to reside in the benefice. The obje: 
statute is not to prevent the letting of jaiiecien entirely, as the ng 
would be valid if the clause of avoidance were inserted; and, notwith 
standing its absence, possession of the rectory can, if required, be 











obtained forthwith. The object of the section in requiring the claus 
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f avoidance to be inserted is, in my opinion, to bring the provisions At the sitting of the Divisional Court on Tuesday the Lord Chief 
of the law to the attention of all persons renting a parsonage, under 
the penalty (in the absence of such provision) of the landlord being | thought it right to express, on behalf of the judges of the King’s 
liable in damages in the event of the tenant being turned out of pos- Bench Division, their regret that Mr. Justice Sutton no longer felt 
session by reason of an order of the bishop. It is not within the | able to undertake the duties of a judge. No one knew better than 
ute to render 


purview of the stat 


ase, and no further 


laid down by Lord ( 
intended to be remed 
purview, though it | 
C.J., in Doe v. E£ 


is absolutely void.—( 
Carden Noad;: for th 
Soticirors, Foster & 


Reporte 


public 
Joke (2 


ye withi 
Jartle 


JOUNSEL, 
e defendant, 


De Gex: 


d by PEI 


end w 


the lease absolutely void in every 


ould be thereby gained. The rule 


Justice said that before they commenced the business of the day he 


he (the Lord Chief Justice) the extraordinary knowledge Mr. Justice 
» | Sutton had of legal principles, and the care he took to examine every 


Inst. 586) that a case out of the mischief | case from every point of view. His lordship knew that the Bar recog- 
ied by astatute shall be construed to be out of the | nised, as the Bench did, that his conspicuous modesty and unfailing 


n the words, was acted upon by Abbott, 
5 B. & 
leclare at the request of the lessee that in the 


for tl 


A. 492). I therefore refuse t 


Y T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law. ] 








The Council, acting 
mittee, have appointe 


Societies. 
The Law Society. 


upon the advice of the Legal Education Com 


vd Mr. 


R. A. 


Wright to the Lectureship in Com- 


mercial * vacant by the resignation of Mr. C. Robertson Dunlop, 
nd Mr. A. T. Bucknill to the Common Law Tutorship, rendered vacant 


by the Sooke of Mr. 


Sclicitors’ 


Wright to the Lectureship in Commercial Law. 


Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 


vas held at the Law 
Mr. Maurice A. Twee 


Society’s Hall, 


die in t 


Chancery-lane, on the 13th inst., 


he chair, the other directors present being 


Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), T 
Goddard, J. R. B. Gregory, L. W. N. 
C. G. May, H. Monckton (Maidstone), R. 


H. Fulton (Salisbu 
Hickley, J. F. N. La 


Pennington, J.P., R. 


(secretary). A sum « 
new members were ad 


Py), ©. 
wrence, 


8S. Taylor, 


Dixon (Chelmsford), W. Dowson, 


W. M. Walters, and J. T. Scott 


f £885 was distributed in grants of relief, four 
and other general business transacted. 


mitted, 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law STUDENTS’ Des 


ATING SOCIETY. 


—April 12.—Chairman, Mr C. 


Blackwell.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this House deplores 
the decision in Amalgamated Railway Servants v. Osborne (1910, A.C. 
87)."> Mr. H. G. Meyer opened in the affirmative, Mr. A. Hacking 
Mr. W. M. Pleadwell opened in the 
Meeke seconded in the negative. The following 


seconded in the affirr 
negative, Mr. W. S. 


members continued the debate : 


meister-Marshal, Lem 
votes. 


At the West Kent 
day, April 7th, the 


Talbot, and Mr. Epc 


mative ; 


on and 


Messrs. Parry, Burgis, Batley, Schir- 
Davies. 


The motion was lost by eleven 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Quarter Sessions, held at Maidstone on Thurs- 
Deputy-Chairman, the Earl of CRANBROOK, was 
elected Chairman, in succession to the late Right Hon. John Gilbert 
an J. ExGoop, 
Deputy-Chairman in the place of Lord Cranbrook. 


of the Chancery Bar, was elected 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


GEORGE WInNcH, H 


solicitors (Winch, Gre 


Austin Cook Sm11 
A. C. Smith), Bung 


ARRY GREENSTED, and GrorRGE Bivetr WIncu, | 
ensted & Winch), Sittingbourne. June 30. 


[Gazette, April 8. 


H and Francis Henry Smitn, solicitors (F. & 


Suffo 


lk. Ap 


ril 6. Gazette, April 12. 


General. 


At the Essex Quarter Sessions, on t 
tihaiemen) announced his intention of handing in his resignation as 


chairman at the end « 


years ago last session 


justices present at his 
in county business. 


f the s 
that he 


election, 


ession. 
Was e >] 
only 


he 5th inst., Mr. Andrew Johnston 


He remarked that it was thirty 
ected to that office. Of the sixty 
three were still taking active part 


present case the lease 
ie plaintiff, Wacnaghten, K.C., and 
Micklem, K.C., and Dighton Pollock. 


Beaumont, Son, & Rigden. 


~ 


consideration had endeared him to every member of the Bar who 
) | appeared before him. Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C., on behalf of the Bar, 
said that they heartily and entirely associated themselves with what 
the Lord Chief Justice had said. 





| We hear, with much regret, of the death, at the age of seventy-five 
| years, of Mr. Wm. Ralph Douthwaite, who was Librarian of Gray’s Inn 
| for thirty-eight years, and was well known to members of the Bar not 
only for his acquaintance with law books, both ancient and modern, 
and their contents, but also for the generosity with which he gave the 
benefit of his assistance and advice on any matter within the range 
of his erudition. After his retirement in 1905 he lived at Bourne 
mouth, but kept up a keen interest in the welfare of Gray’s Inn, of 
which his son, Mr. D. W. Douthwaite, is Steward and Under Trea 
surer. His book, entitled ‘‘ Gray’s Inn: Its History and Associa 
tions,’ is of much value, and he issued two catalogues of the Inn 
Library. He was one of the founders of the Library Association of 
the United Kingdom. 


Mr. Justice Grantham, addressing the grand jury at Manchester on 
Tuesday, alluded to the alterations which have taken place in the 
arrangement of the assizes in Manchester and Liverpool. The 
Northern Circuit, once the grandest in England, he said, was now 
reduced to the level of a one-judge circuit. It was true they had still 
two judges, but only one belonged to the circuit. They would have 
a civil judge coming down and sneaking into the town. Would the 
sheriff find him a one-horse shay or would he walk to his lodgings? 
He went there in ample time to do civil work when the criminal work 
was finished, but under existing arrangements he could not do civil 
| work. When the criminal work was done he would have to waste 
time before going to Liverpool, or he would have to return to London. 
| The change was made through a blunder. The Lord Chancellor, from 
| most honourable motives, believed it was possible to rearrange the 
| judges’ duties so that they could get through more work, but the 
| rearrangement ended in failure. Solicitors, he believed, were to blame 
| to a large extent. The alteration seemed to have been made in haste. 
| He hoped the matter would be reconsidered, and that the circuit would 
be restored to its old position. 


Mr. Muldoon, says the Daily News, asked the Home Secretary on 
Tuesday whether he had seen the report of a charge aguinst a little 
boy before the Haywards Heath Bench on Monday of stealing a piece 
of coal, value 5d., for which offence the accused was sentenced to six 
strokes of the birch-rod and detention in a reformatory; and further, 
that 2s. 6d. a week was to be paid by his father during the period of 
his detention towards his maintenance. Was this, asked Mr. Muldoon, 
not the boy’s first offence? Was evidence given by an inspector before 
sentence was pronounced to the effect that the boy had been suspected 
for a considerable time? Was not that evidence grossly illegal and 
unfair? What steps did the Home Secretary propose to take in the 
matter? Mr. Chnrchill replied that he had seen the report of this 
case, and had telegraphed to make inquiry without delay. Mr. Mul 
doon and Mr. A. Chamberlain suggested that the birching should be 
stopped pending the inquiry. Mr. Churchill said he did not express 
any opinion whatever upon the case, but he took it that when his 
telegram was received all further action would be suspended. As a 
matter of fact, the birching of the hoy had taken place on the 
previous day. 

On the 7th inst. the Lord Chancellor moved the second reading of 
the Perjury Bill in the House of Lords. He said it was unnecessary 
for him to add further to the explanation he had already given. It 
was a consolidation Bill, and he was glad to see the Lord Chief 
Justice in his place and to have his assistance with the Bill. Lord 
Alverstone congratulated the Lord Chancellor upon a Bill which would 
be most useful to judges. The drafting he thought extremely good. 
| It was more than an ordinary consolidation Bill, and put into plain and 
| simple language a large number of statutes. It was essential that in 
} 
| 





a consolidation Bill there should be some form of amendment, but 
amendment and consolidation should not, he thought, be combined in 
| one Bill. He was glad it was intended to refer the Bill to a Joint 
Committee of both Houses, as that would lubricate friction which might 
| otherwise occur, and thus tend to the passing of the Bill into law. He 
| had long desired to see the mass of statutes on the criminal law put 
j into such a shape that they could be understood generally, instead of 
being a sort of puzzle which the judges had to construe. The Lord 
Chancellor thanked his noble and learned friend for his support of the 
Bill. The Bill was intended not to alter the law, but to simplify it. 
There was no mystery at all about the law of the land, but there 
was inextricable confusion caused by statute on statute and decision 
on decision. The Bill was in a form which people could understand, 
and he hoped the work of simplification would be proceeded with until 
criminal law and criminal procedure would be couched in such simple 
language that it was plain to the public at large. The Bill was read 
a second time and referred to a Joint Committee of both Houses. 














April 16, 1910. 





428 ___THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





At the Central Criminal Court. on the 7th inst., Mr. Muir complained 
of the difficulty experienced by counsel in getting books from the library 
of the court. The books, he said, were supposed to be in the library, 
but could not be found, and consequently barristers had to send to 
their own chambers for the works they required. Mr. Justice Pickford 
said he was surprised to hear that, because the City seemed to do all 
it could for the convenience of those attending the court. Mr. Muir 
said the matter was now being considered by the Recorder and the 
Common Serjeant with a view to effecting an improvement in the 
library. 

Mr. Registrar Linklater, in the course of his sitting on Tuesday, 
commented upon the inconvenience caused by debtors who unduly 
delayed lodging their statements of affairs, and mentioned a method 
by which he proposed to prevent its continuance. He pointed out 
that the Bankruptcy Act provided that the public examination of the 
debtor shall be held as soon as may be, but the examination could not 
proceed until the statement of affairs had been lodged. The result 
was that in a large percentage of cases creditors came to this court 
at inconvenience and expense to themselves, or incurred the costs of 


instructing solicitors or counsel, only to find that the examination must | 


be adjourned in consequence of there being no statement of affairs. 
Speaking for himself, and not for his colleag gues, he proposed in the 
future not to appoint a day for the public ex: amination until the state- 
ment of affairs had been lodged. If the debtor failed to lodge a state 
ment of affairs the Official Receiver could apply in Chambers for an 
order, and if the debtor did not comply with the order an application 
could be made to commit him for contempt 


The next examinations of candidates for admission into the Society 
of Incorporated Accountants and Auditors will be held on May 30 and 


31, June 1 and 2 





Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF ReGistrass IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr, Justice 








Emencency Aprrat Court Mr. Justice 

Date. Rota. No. 2, Jovor. Swinren Eapy 
Monday ...April 18 Mr Bea Mr Borrer Mr Goldschmidt Mr Leach 
Tuesday .oo....06 19 Greawell Beal Synge Borrer 
Wednesday ...... 20 Goldschmidt Greswell Charch Beal 
Thursday ......... 21 Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
Friday ......cc0cee 2 Church Synge Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Saturday Theer Church Farmer Synge 

Mr, Justice Mr. Jnstice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 

Date. WarainarTon. NEVILLE. Pasxesr. Eve, 
Monday ...April 18 Mr Theed Mr Greswell Mr Church Mr Farmer 
Tuesday ...-.... 19 Bloxan Goldschmidt Theed Leach 
Wednesday ..... . 20 Farmer Synge Bloxam Borrer 
Thursday ......... 21 Leact Church Farmer Beal 
Friday ... ‘eal ae sorrer Theed Leach Greswell 
Saturday ......... 23 Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldschmid 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1910 
The Appeals or other business proposed to be taken wi 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List 
(Continued from ))- 112). 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION 


from time 


(Final and New Trial List 
1910. 
Bowles v Woolner & In re an Issue Forster vy Baker appl of pltff in 
issue from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, special case, dat a Jan 25, 


1910 (Jan 31) 
Macnaghten v The Proprietors of The Stage applu vot pltff for judgt 
or new trial on app! from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 26, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a = ial jur y, Middlesex (Feb 1) 
Watkinson v Wilson appl of deft from judgt The Lord Chief Justice 
and Mr Justice Bray rder of Divisional arg dated Jan 20, 1910 
(Feb 2) 


Collings and ors v Bentley & Sons appln of defts for judgt or new 


trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 26, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury (Feb 7 

In re the Arbitration Act. 1889 Wallis. Son & Wells v Pratt & Haynes 
appl of respt from judgt of Mr. Justice Bray on a special case, dated 
Jan 25, 1910 (Feb 7 

Burke v Ellison applin pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 25. 1910, at trial before The Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury (Feb 8) 


West Kent Main Sewerage Board v The Assessment Committee of the 
Dartford Union and The Overseers the Parish of Bexley appl of 
applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Bucknill 
and Bray, dated Jan. 19, 1910 (Feb 11) Same v Same and The 
Overseers of the Parish of Dartford appl of applts from judgt ot 
The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Bucknill and Bray, dated Jan 19, 
1910 (Feb 11) Same v Same and The Overseers of the Parish of 
Crayford appl of applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Bucknill and Bray, dated Jan 19, 1910 Feb 11 

In re an Arbitration ‘between Walker and The Railway Passengers 

Assce Co appl of Jane Walker from judgt of Mr. Justice Bray on 

special case, dated Jun 24, 1910 (Feb 14) 


F | Saw v Whitcombe 








Latham & Co v Kidd appl of deft from judgt of Mr 


Arbuthnot, t 
Middlesex, dated Dee 15, 19 


Justice Hamilton without a jury, 
(Feb 14) 

Kirkwood v Wilson & East 
Warrington (sitting as an additional Judge of the K 
a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 3, 1910 (Feb 14) 

Anderson v T Tilling ld & anr appln of defts Tilling for judgt or new 
trialon appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 4, 1910, at trial befor; 
Mr Justice Channell and a common jury, Middlesex (Feb 15) Ander- 
son v T Tilling ld appln of deft Jackson from same judgt, dated 
Feb 4, 1910 (Feb 16) 

Standard Wire Co vy Siddall & Hilton ld appln of pltffs for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 2, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Bucknill and a special jury, West Riding 
of York (Feb 16) 

Bayley v Spencer appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 11, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 

and a special jury, Middlesex (Feb 16) 

appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channel 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 26, 1910 (Feb 17 

Edelsten v H B Marinelli ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 8, 1910, at trial before 
Myr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex (Feb 17) 

Gooch v Reading Palace (Theatre) of Varieties ld appln of pltff for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 3 
1910, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Read 
ing (Feb 18) 

Tracey v A Hill & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channei! 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 4, 1910 (Feb 18 

, Moel Tryvan Ship Co ld v A Weir & Co appl of pltff from judgt 

of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Lancaster, dated Dec 20, 1909 
(Feb 18) 

| Clement Motor Co Id v Wilkinson appl of deft from judgt of M 

| Justice A T Lawrence, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 1 

| 1910 (Feb 22) 

Shrimpton v Hertfordshire County Council appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 12. 1910, 
trial before Mr Justice Channell and a special jury, Hertford (Feb 22 


appl of pltff from judg, of Mr Justice 
. B Div), without 





} 


; Evans v Rival Granite Quarry Co Id (North and South Wales Bank Id 


|} garnishees—Pitman, clmt) appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Phillimore and Bucknill, dated Feb 9,1910 (Feb 23) 

Consolidated Nickel, Tin and Copper Co ld vy Crompton & Co ld appl 
of pltffs from judgt of Justices Phillimore and Bucknill. dated 
Feb 18, 1910 (Feb 23 

Board of Trade, respts v The Employers’ Liability Assce Corpn 1!d 
(applts) appl of defts from judgt of Mr. Justice Phillimore on spec 
case, dated Dec 13, 1909 (Feb 23) 

Gordon v Chief Commr of the Metropolitan Police appl of pltff fron 
judgt of Mr Justice Warrington (sitting as an additional Judge ot 
the K B Div), dated Feb 8, 1910 (Feb 23) 

In the Matter of R W Stead, a Solr, &c and In the Matter of the 
Taxn of Costs appl of Stead and anr from judgt of Mr Justice 
Walton, dated Feb 16. 1910 (Feb 24) In re Same & Some appl 
of A. J. Stead from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Feb 16, 191 
(Feb 24 

Field v Vincent appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Phillimore and 
3ucknill, dated Feb 10, 1910 (Feb 24) 

Cufley v. Enfield, Waltham & Cheshunt Land Property Investment 
Co appLof pltff from judgt of Mr .Justice Eve (sitting as an addi 
tional Judge of the K B Div), without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Feb 3, 1910 (Feb 25) 

Sewell v. Goyt Spinning Co ld. appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 18, 1910, at trial before 
Mr Justice Walton and a special jury, Manchester, and cross-notice 
by pltff. dated March 4, 1910 (Feb 25) 

Whinney v The Moss Steamship Co Id _ appl of pltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 7, 1910 
(March 1) 

Kish v Compagnie l’Union des Gaz appl of defts from judgt of M1 
Justice Pickford, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 21, 1909 
(March 1) 

Best v Priddy & Hale appl of plitff from judgt of Mr Justice Hamiltor 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 15, 1910 (March 1) 

(rwynnes v A Fasey & Son appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justic 
Pickford, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 15, 1910 (March 1 

Flecknoe v Thompson appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 19, 1910, at trial before Mi 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Gloucester (March 2) 

Macgregor v Peet and Peet v Macgregor and anr appl of deft from 
judgt of Mr Commr Parfitt, KC, without a jury, Leicester, dated 
Feb 11. 1910 (March 2) 

Riley v National Cash Register Co ld appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 10, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex (March 2 

Denaby & Cadeby Main Collieries ld v Anson appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Feb 23, 1910 (March 2) 

Societe Generale v Simon & Whelon 
Justice Hamilton, without a jury, 
(March 3) 

Capital & Counties Cafés ld v Aked appl of deft from judgt of Mi 
Justice Ridley in chambers, dated Feb 11, 1910 (March 4) 


appl of pltff from judgt of Mi: 
Middlesex, dated Jan 20, 1910 
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Refuge Assce Co ld v Jagger appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Bray, without a jury, Manchester, dated Dec 14, 1909 (March 4) 
Churton v Provincial Motor Cab Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 6, 1909, at trial before 
Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, Liverpool (March 4) 
The Attorney-Gen, on the relation of the Valley Rural District Board 
v Jones, appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 27, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Pickford 
and a common jury, Beaumaris (March 8) 
Percy Edwards ld v Vaughan’ appln of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 27, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Hamilton and a special jury, Middlesex (March 11) 
Sayers v Crutchley appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, 
without a jury, dated March 8, 1910 (March 14) 
Beattie v McCall appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 10, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Phillimore and a special jury, Middlesex (March 17) 
Latham v Heath & Sons ld appln of defts for judgt, or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 9, 1910, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Stafford (March 17) 
Lloyd’s Bank ld v C G Smith & Co ld and ors (Harry Feast, garnishee 
James Cartland & Son ld, clmts) appl of pltffs from judgt of 
Justices Phillimore and Bucknill, dated Feb 22, 1910 (March 19) 
Thomas v Lyons appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 18, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Monmouth (March 21) 
Humphries v Humphries appl of deft from judgt of Justices Philli- 
more and Bucknill, dated Feb 26, 1910 (March 21) 
Young, King & Co ld v Galbraith Grant ld appl of defts from judgt 
of the Lord Chief Justice, without a jury, London, dated Jan 26, 
1910 (March 21) 
Hayward v Puponga Coal &c Co appln. of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 4, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Shrewsbury 
(March 21) 
Stewart v Plummer appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 8, 1910, at trial before Mr 
Justice Channell and a special jury, Lewes (March 22) 
Robinson v Carr appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 11, 1910 (March 22) 
In re the Licensing Act, 1904, and In re the Petition of Hardy’s Crown 
Brewer yld and In re ‘‘ St. Phillip’s Tavern,’’ Manchester (/evenue 
Side) appl of Commrs for Inland Revenue from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Bray, dated March 8, 1910 (March 23) 

Harwood v The British Equitable Bond and Mortgage Corpn Id_ appl 
of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, without a jury, Liverpool, 
daved March 1, 1910 (March 22) 

Attorney-Gen v The Caledonian Ry Co (Revenue Side) appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated March 4, 1910 (March 24) 
Clark (Surveyor of Taxes) Applt v The Sun Insce Office (Respts) 
Revenue Side appl of applt from judgt of Mr. Justice Bray, dated 

March 4, 1910 (March 24) 

Muir v Sofiano appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 16, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex (March 24) 

W. Cory & Sons ld v W France Fenwick & Co 1d appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr. Commissioner Scrutton, KC, without a jury, Durham, 
dated Feb 26, 1910 (March 24) 

Blaiberg v Calvert’ appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, 
without a jury, London, dated Feb 28, 1910 March 24 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1910. 

Portugal—1909—Folio 187 The Owners of Steam Ship “ Alberto Treves ”’ 
v Messageries Maritimes de France appl of defts from: judge of Mr 
Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 4, 1910 (Feb 24) 

Ayrshire—1910—Folio 13 The Owners of the SS “Arcadian”? v The 
‘Owners of SS “ Ayrshire,”’ her cargo and freight (damage) appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 17, 1910 
(March 2) 

Ayrshire—1910—Folio 14 The Owners, Master and Crew of the Steam 


The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Darling and Buckmnil] (Divisional 
Court) mandamus Same v Same certiorari (c a v Feb 22) 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1908. 


In the Matter of an Arbitration between Mesers Enoch & Sons, Pro- 
prietors of St James’ Hall and Vert Sinkins Concert Direction ld and 
In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889 appl of Enoch & Sons from 
order of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated March 28, 1908 (s o liberty 
to apply to restore) (April 8) 

Grant & Sons v Pickfords ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated May 1, 1908 (s o liberty to restore) (April 12) 


1910. 

Hope (Spinster) v District Messenger & Theatre Ticket Co ld app! of 
pltff from order of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, dated Jan 25, 1910 
(Feb 3) 

Jones v Stott and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Hamilton, 
dated Feb 15, 1910 (Feb 28) 

Habbick v“Armour appl of deft from order of Mr Justice A T Law- 
rence, dated March 1, 1910 (March 17) 

Dinglerszhe v Flurscheim appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, 
dated March 11, 1910 (March 21) 

Ransom v Garner & Son appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Buck- 
nill, dated March 15, 1910 (March 24) 


In RE THE WoRKMEN’s CoMPENSATION Acts, 1897 AND 1906. 
(From County Courts.) 


1910, 


Starkey v Lowe appl of respt from award of County Court (Stafford- 
shire, Longton), dated Jan 11, 1910 (s o till after decieion in House 
of Lords in Clover Clayton Case) (Jan 21) 

Taff Vale Ry Co v Lane appl of respt from award of County Court 

(Glamorgan, Pontypridd), dated Jan 20, 1910 (Feb 9) 

Park v Owners of SS “ Aislaby’ appl of respt from award of County 
Court (Northumberland, North Shields), dated Jan 20, 1910 (Feb 10) 
Leeds and Liverpool Canal Co v Hesketh appl of reept from award of 

County Court (Yorkshire, Leeds), dated Jan 21, 1910 (Feb 11) 

Turner v Miller & Richards appl of reepts from award of County Court 

(Lancashire, Salford), dated Jan 21, 1910 (Feb 11) 

Gold vy Franklin appl of applicant from award of County Court (Middle- 

sex, Whitechapel), dated Jan 28, 1910 (Feb 16) 

Perry v Anglo-American Decorating Co appl of respts from award of 

County Court (Middlesex, Brompton), dated Feb 4, 1910 (Feb 25) 

Goodall and anr v Kramer appl of respt from award of County Court 

(Middlesex, Clerkenwell), dated Feb 8, 1910 (Feb 28) 

Mulholland y Whitehaven Colliery Co appl of respte from award of 

County Court (Cumberland, Whitehaven), dated Feb 10, 1910 (March 3) 

Pope v Hill’s Plymouth Co ld appl of applicant from award of County 

Court (Glamorgan, Merthyr Tydfil), dated Feb 28, 1910 (March 3) 

Sutton v City and South London Ry Co appl of respts from award of 

County Court (Surrey, Lambeth), dated Feb 17, 1910 (March 3) 

Smith & Sons ld v Healey appl of respt from award of County Court 

(Middlesex, Clerkenwell), dated Feb 25, 1910 (March 17) 

Cornish v Lynch appl of respts from award of County Court (Middlesex, 

Wood Green), dated March 1, 1910 (March 17) 

Gibson v Dunkerley (Lees and anr, third parties) appl of Third Parties 

from award of County Court (Lancashire, Oldham), dated March 3, 

1910 (March 21) 

Heaton v Irvine, Firth & Co appl of applicant from award of County 

Court (Yorkshire, Keighley), dated March 16, 1910 (March 22) 

Dean v London & North-Western Ry Co app! of applicant from award 

of County Court. (Cheshire, Nantwich and Crewe), dated March 2, 

1910 (March 22) 

toberts and ors v R & H Green 1d appl of respt from award of County 

Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated March 18, 1910 (March 24) 

Canavan v Owners of Ship “Universal’’ appl of respts from award of 

County Court (South Shields and Jarrow), dated March 3, 1910 

(March 24) 


N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 


Tug Hannah Jolliffe v The Owners of the Steamship “ Ayrshire,” her | Fina] and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to March 24th, 1910. 


cargo and freight (salvage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 15, 1910 (March 15) 

Port Hunter—1909—Folio 554 The Owners, Master and Crew of SS 
“ Ambron”’ vy The Owners of The SS “Port Hunter,” her cargo and 
freight (salvage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave 
Deane, dated March 5, 1910 (March 21) 

(Interlocutory List.) 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Fripay, April 8. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep In Cmanogry. 


CraighillI—1910—Folio 175 The Mersey Docks and Harbour Board v Axctic, Lr (1x Liqurpation)—Oreditors are required, on or before May 14, to send 


The Owners of the Steamship or Vessel “Craighill”’ appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated March 21, 1910 
(March 24) 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
({Interlocutory List.) 
The King v Shann and ors appl of Wilson’s Brewery ld from order of 


their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Harrison Mounsey, liquidator 


Cosmopotitayn Pustications, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented April 4, directed to 


be heard on April 19. Wood & Sons, Eastcheap, for Hankinson & Son, Manchester, 
solors for petner, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of April 18 


Cressproox Mriuts Co, Lrp (1s Ligurpatiow)—Creditors are required, on or before 


May 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
— to Harry Jackson, 56, Brown st, Manchester. Cunliffe & Co, solors for 
liquidator 
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E W Bocetey, Lrp—Creditors are required. on or before Avril 26, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Gilbert P Norton, 
Station st bldgs, Huddersfield, liquidator 

F W Borrow & Co, Lrp (in LIQUIDA Tron)—Creditore who have not vet sent in their 
claims, are requested to send in particulars to Henry J Burgess, 14, 8t Mary Axe, 
liquidator, on or before 5th May 

F OW Writss & Co (Stoxe urow Trevt), Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 80, to send their names an’ addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, ‘to Richard Ecroyd Olark, Albion at, '‘Hanley Boulton, Burslem, solor for 
liquidator 

Hama.etons, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 14, to send in their names 
and addresses. with particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert John Windus, 30, 
Moorgate at, liqnidator 

TmPERIAL Domestic Carrtace Co, Lrn—Creditors are required. on or before Avril 26, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to 
Edward Taylor, 71, Temple row, Birmingham, liquidator 

Impustriat SHare Corporation, Lrn-—Petn fr winding un, presented April 5, directed 
to be heard April 19. Ingle & Co, Capel House, New Broad st, solors for petner. 
Notice of avpearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after 
noon of April 18 

Jewett Gouin Miers, Lro—Creditora are reqnired, on or before June 6, to send in their 
names and addresaea, and the particulars of their debts or claima, to William Neil, 
35, Walbrook, liquidator 

Livixastow Harrow & (Co, Lrn—Creditor@ are reqnired forthwith to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to R W Nunn, 5, 
Whittington av, liquidator 

Moreo Grawne Mines Synvtocare, Lrn—Creditors are require’, or before May 5, 
to sand in their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Harry Gouldie Wilson, 28, Basinghall st, liquidator 

Wm siepow O1ymrta, Ltp—Petn for winding vp, presented April 6, directed to be 
heard April 19. Taytons, Budge row, Cannon at, solors for petner. Notice of 
ooenae” must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

pril 18 


London Gazette.—Tvursapay, April 12, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


A Snuepaerp & (Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 26, to send their 
names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Walker, 
Halifax Commercial Rank chmbrs, Bradford, liquidator 

Comuercta, Streamsare Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 25, 
tn send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Blair Reynolds, 10, Tor gdns, Campden hill, London. Galsworthy, Old 
Jewry chmbrs, solor to the liquidators 

Cumprrtanp Granite Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presente’ April 6, directed to be 
heard April 22. Farrar. Halifax. solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 21 

KuNBEROL and Covoortta, Ltp—Petn for winding u», presented April 8, directed to be 
heard April 26. Collins, Doningten House, Norfolk st, Strand, solor for petners, 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of April 25 

Lowpon Syroicatrx, Lrp—Creditors are required,on or before May 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to L Sternburg, 
10, Camomile st, liquidator 

Santa Awa Mintna Co, Trp—Creditora are reqnired, on or before May 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulara of their debts and claims, to Francis 
Albert Haeberlin, 12, Bradley gdns, West Ealing, London, W, liquidator 

Swaw Horet, Newry Buver, Lrp—Petn for winding np, presented March 22, directed 
to be heard before the court at the County Bench bldga, Neville st, Ulverston, 
April 23, at 11.15. Robinson & Sone, Skipton, solors. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later tham 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 22 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Futpay, April 8. 
Braver Mricts, Lro. 
Prancis & Co, Lrp. (rv Lrquiparion) 
Hamprow Hitw Haun Co, Lr. 
Emprtre Guass Works, Lip. 
James Warraxer, Urp 
F. B. Cameron & Co, Lrp,. 
TLapour Leaner, Lrp. 
Spewcer Evans & Co, Lrp. 
Aneerarp & Co, Lrp 
Livimastow Harrow & Co, Lrp 
Graname, Ectrery & Co, Lrn. 
Lonpow Mourvat Marine Insvrgance Association, Lrp. 
Epwin Smirna, Ltp. 
Socrat Otus Co (Kineston), Lro, 








AMALGAMATED Moror Bus Co, Lap. 

La Soorets Generate D'Enreeretses Iwpustaieiixs, Lrp, 
Wicx Moror Enaingrrina Works anp GaraGeE, Lp, 
Liverrpoot Gotp Coasr Synpicatz, Lrp. 

Arctic, Lrp. 

Hutt Racecourse (19C8), Lrp. 

H, L. M. Sywptcarr, Lrp. 

Pyrenees Synorcate, Lrp, 

Braitise Marxorp Co, Lip. 

Conso“ipatgep Rusgex Co, Lrp. 


London Gazette.—Tuxspar, April 12, 


Dowten’s Asgantit Gotp Fierps, Lrp. 

Wesr Avaican Founpexus’ Syxpicare, Lrp. 
Sreamsarp “ Docuess,” Lrp, 

Steamsarp “ Furwoop,” Lrp, 

Davip Massey, Junior, Lrp. 

South Hants Bong Propvcrs Co, Lip. 
Heven Best, Lrp. 

Santa Awa Minine Co, Lrp, 

Arnotp House (Biackroot), Lrp. 

CentTrat Transport Co, Lrp. 

Fo.tirs Crearerre Co, Lr. 

Vanpora (Norsevess) Sxarina Ring Co, Lrp 
WitirAm Procror, Urp. 

Mrtitwact Dock Equipment Co, Lrv. 
KALGOORLIK AMALGAMATED (1909), Lrp. 
ConrrarLto ConpEnsrEk Co, Lip. 

ConTRAFLO ConTINENTAL Patents Co, Lrp (Reconstruction), 
Commerctar, Steamsurpe Co, Lro. 

SterHeN Wiuxinson & Co, Lrp. 

Lonpon Sywnnicate, Lrp. 

Tarnipap Perroteum Co, Lrp. 
Bextey-HeEATH PusLtic Hay anp Instirure Co, Lro, 
Heaptanps, Lrp. 

Boron Propucts Co, Lrp. 

Cataasy anp Mepicine Hat Lanp Co, Lrp. 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

April 19.—Messrs. Driver, Jonas & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Estate (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

April 21.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & Cransretp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Life 
Policies, Shares and Debentures (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

April 21.—Messra. Srimson & Sons, at the Mart at 2: Freehold Ground-rents, Free 
hold and Leasehold Houses, &c. (see advertisement, page v., this week). 

April 25.—Mesers. ALrrep Savitn & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground- 
Rents (see advertisement, page v-, this week). 

April 25.—Messrs. Nicnoras, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Land (see adver- 
tisement, back page, April 9). 

April 25 and May 5.—Messrs, Bartram & Heywoop, at the Mart: Freehold Ground 
Rents (sse advertisement, back page, April 9). 

May 2.—Messrs, Harxops, Lrp.: Freehold Residences (see advertisement, page v, 
this week). 

May 4.—Messra. Nicwovas, at Southampton, at 3: Country Seat (see advertisement, 
back page, gee 9). 

May 4 and -Messrs. Epwin Fox, Bousrietp, Burnetrs & Baope vey, at 
Mart, at 2: Preobold Residence, Valuable Life Policies, and Freehold Ground-Rents 
(see advertisement, page vi, this week). 

May 9.—Messrs. Jones, Lana & Co., at the Mart, at 

dvertisementr back page, March 19). 

May 10.—Meserz. Hameron & Somes, at the Mart: Freehold Shop Property (see 

idvertisement, page vi. this week). 

May 24,—Mesers. Desenuam, Tewsoyn, Ricaarpson & Co., at the Mart, at 
Freehold Warehouses (see advertisement, page v. this week). 

May 24.—Messrs. Harzops, Lrp.: Country Houses (see advertisement, page v., this 
week), 

May 27.—Mesers. Lestre Marsa & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estate and 
Gi ound Rents (see advertisement page v,, this week). 

May.—Messrs. HotcomBer, Berrs & West: Freehold Estate (see advertisement, back 

age, April 2). 

June 17.—Mesers. Harrzops, Lrp,: Country Residence (see advertisement, page v, 
this week). 


Freehold Property and 


} 
the 


2: Freehold investments (see 








HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATE STRAT, LOoOmMmbDom, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1880. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS 


LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to 





Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction oan supervision of the Corporation. 


LICENSING MATTERS. 


X | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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~ Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, April 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Aytert, SamugL MITCHELL, Cheddar, Somerset 
chester Pet April6 Ord April 6 

BasnaM, Henry Krnosrorp Papwick, Portsmouth, 
Electrical Engineer Portsmouth Pet April 4 Ord 
April 4 

Bevay, Samurt Arrnur, and Jonn Lronarp Brvan, 
Tredegar, Mon, Drapers Tredegar Pet April 4 Ord 
April 4 

Brockway, Witt1am Jonny, Tenbury, Worcester, Grocer 
Kidderminster Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Canuite, Danizt Stevensox, Redmile, Leicester, Miller 


Win- 


Nottingham Pet April4 Ord April 4 
Coawsers, Witt1Am Henry, Crabbs Cross, Warwick, 
Newsagent Birmingham Pet April5 Ord April5 


Caaicen, Joun Writiiam, Spencer av, Bowes Park, 
Licensed Victualler Edmonton Pet Mar 4 Ord 
April 4 


Crockett, Amos, Stourbridge, Fried Fish Dealer Stour- 
bridge Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Davis,{/Epwarp O, Aldershot Guildford Pet Feb5 Ord 
April 5 

Epwarps, Cuarves, St Paul’s rd, Provision Dealer High 
Court Pet April 6 Ord April 6 

Erainaton, James, Gateshead, Hardwareman Newcastle 


on Tyne Pet Mar17 Ord April 5 
GarpyerR, MarGaret,’ Barrow in Furness Hatter Pet 
April 5 Ord April5 


Heatox, Jonn Ropert, Leeds, Cart Driver Leeds Pet 
April4 Ord April 4 

Hotpswortn, Tom, Seacombe, Chester, 
Birkenhead Pet Mar3 Ord April 4 

Hunt, Bensamin, Tyldesley, Lancs, Fish Dealer Bolton 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Innes, LAvrReENcE Joun, Chatham Rochester Pet Jan 5 
Ord April 4 

Joxrs, Atrarp, Winchester, Baker Winchester Pet April 
5 Ord April 

Kixc, Epwarp, Charles st, Holloway, Cab Proprietor 
High Court Pet Mari4 Ord April 6 

Lyon, Wituram Ferpericn, Wakefield, Innkeeper 
field Pet April1 Ord April 1 

Metnven, Davip Mowracur, Canterbury, Kent Canter- 
bury Pet Maril Ord April 2 

Muxrorp, Water, Long Hedges, Fishtoft, 
Farmer Boston Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Myerscoves, Rosert Artuur, Manchester, Metal Broker 
Manchester Pet Mar 2 Ord April 5 

Otrver, Henry, Heavitree, Devon, Commission Agent 
Exeter PetAoril2 Ord April 2 ‘ 

Pretinc, Jonny Burrows, Woburn, Beds, 
Luton Pet April6é Ord April 6 

Porter, W G, Bournville, Birmingham, Furniture Sales- 
man Birmingham Pet Mar19 Ord April 5 

Rorneray, Daniru, Bradford, Stuff Presser 
Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Sanpirorta, Herarert Witson, Halifax, Milliner Halifax 
Pet April5 Ord April5 

Baxsy, Witiiam, Eastbourne, Grocer 
April 8 Ord April 6 

Settars, Water, Clayton, 
Pet April5 Ord April 5 

SuzrrarD, James Jess, Hemington, Somerset, Schoolmaster 
Frome Pet April 4 Ord April 4 


Cycle Dealer 


Wake- 


Lines, 


Ironmonger 


Bradford 


Eastbourne Pet 


Lancs Ashton under Lyne 


Srarrorp, James Grecory, Sheffield, Photographer 
Sheffield Pet April4 Ord April 4 
Summers, WAtTER'THomas, Malvern Link, Worcester, Baker 
Worcester Pet April5 Ord April 6 
| Tatsot, Frep, Burnham, Somerset, Jobmaster Bridg- 
water Pet April6é Ord April 8 
Wi pine, Joux, Ulverston, Lanes, Fish Dealer Barrow 
in Furness Pet April4 Ord April 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aytett, Samurt Mritcuect, Cheddar, Somerset April 18 
at12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
ampton 

Bapatry, 
Surrey, Merchant Tailor 
Byrom st, Manchester 

| Case, Hersert Epwarp, North Elmham, Norfolk, Farmer 

April 16 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

| Curtis, Wititam Groror, Cheltenham, Greengrocer April 
16 at 3.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Campseru. James. Ifracombe, Draper April 19 at 3.15 
94, High st, Barnstaple 

Coxr, Epaar Joun, Porthcawl. Glam April 18 at 3 Off 
Ree, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Damkwaterr, Rarry, Upton St Leonards. Glos, Millea 
April 18 at 3 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Epwarps, Crarvrs, 8t Paul's rd, Provision Dealer April 
18at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Garpwer, Marcarrt, Barrow in Furness Hatter April 
18 at 11.80 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 

Go.tpsnorovuen, Grorak, Oxford, Supervisor of 
April 19 at 12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Goopmay, Witt1AM, St Breward, nr Camelford, Cornwall 
Farmer April 20 at 12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, 
Truro 

Heaton. Jonn Ronerr, Leeds, Cart Driver 
Off Rec. 24, Bond at, Leeda 

Hoyt, Bens amr, ‘Tyldeslev. Lanes, Fish Dealer April 18 
at3 19, Exchange et, Bolton 

Jones, Atrrep, Winchester. Baker April 18 at 11.20 Off 
Rec, Midland Rank chmbrs, High et, Southampton 

Kiva, Fpwarp, Charles st, Holloway. Cab Proprietor 
April 18at1 Bankruntey bldes, Carey st 

Kixa. Grorar, Merthvr Tvdfil, Grocer April 19 at 12 
Off Rec, County Court, Townhal!, Merthyr Tvdfil 

Moumrorp. Warrter, Lene Hedges. Fiehtoft, Lines, Farmer 
April 19 at 12.15 Off Per, 4and 6, West st, Roston 

Oattvir, Avau, Workington, Cumberland, Hairdresser 
April 18at 3 Court house Cockermouth 

Otrver, Henry. Heavitree, Devon, Commission Agent 
Avril 29at 10.30 Off Ree. 9, Redford circus, Fxeter 

Parker, THomas. Great Canfield, Pssex, Mechanical 
Engineer Apri! 18 at 12 14 Redford row 

Reapixe, Sauer, Rloxeich, nr Walsall, Grocer April 21 
at12 Off Ree. Wolverhamnton 

Rotrreay, Dantev. Bradford. Stuff Presser April 16 at 11 
Off Ree, 12, Duke st. Rradford 

Sayprrorta, Hrraret Wrieon, Halifax. Milliner April 18 
at 1045 Countv Court, Prescott st, Halifax 


Jasprr Mountain Cuester, Warlingham, 
April 16 at 11 Off Rec, 





Excise 


April 18 at 11 


Sreaiverr, Ricnarp Tomas, Wolverhampton, Rope 
Manufacturer April 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolver- 
hampton 


Wivovinea, Jonx. Ulverston, Lancs, Fish Dealer April 18 
at, 11.45 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 

Waioent, Rosert WrtrsAm Jour, Great Yarmouth, Grocer 
April 16 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

ADJUDICATIONS, 

Anprews, Grorce Samner, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
ham Pet Mar4 Ord April 5 

Anyteur, Saumur. Mitrcnecr, Cheddar, Somerset Winchester 
Pet April6 Ord April 6 








Bicentenary. 1710~1910. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 





\ 


% 
oO < 


AS ae EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
: WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. | PLATE GLASS. 





Copaod from Pelicy dated 178% 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 





Heap Orricer: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


UN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. COUSINS, 


Distriet Manager. 





FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





The BONDS of the SUN INSURANCE OFFICE are accepted by the 
various Divisions of the High Courts of Justice in England and Ireland | 


and the Supreme Courts of Scotland, the Masters in Lunacy, 
Trade, and all Departments of His Majesty’s Government. 


Board of 





Original Society. Founded 1840. 
THE 


GUARANTEE 
SOCIETY. 


Chancery, Probate (Administration), 
Lunacy, Bankruptcy (Trustees, &c.), 
Bonds issued at favourable Rates. 


Office: 19, Birchin Lane, LONDON. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited, 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 


Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 


C. H. CLAYTON, 
¥. A. CLAYTON 


ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated). 








Joint 


Recretaries, 





LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: H.R.H. THE PRINCESS OF WALES, 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 


Help in Legacies and Donations 
towards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 


£7,500 required. 


Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN, 











NATIONAL 
ORPHAN HOME, 


HAM COMMON, SURREY. 


Under the Patronage of H.R.H. the Duchess of 
Albany and H.R.H. Princess Christian. 
















Pr: sident: : 
His GRACE THE DUKE OF PORTLAND, K.G. 
Chairman: 


Sir THOMAS SKEWES Cox, J.P. 
FOUNDED 15849. 


For Orphan Girls, who are rec eived without 
distinction of religion, and trained for domestic 
service. 

LEGACIES 
DONATIONS AND SUBSCRIPTIONS ARE MUCH NEEDED. 


Bankers : Lloyd’s Bank, 16, St. James’ Street, S.W. 
Secretary : The Orphanage, Ham Common, Surrey. 











T. MARK’S HOSPITAL FOR CANCER, 
FISTULA, and other DISEASES of the RECTUM, 
sity- , E.0. 

_ HELP URGENTLY NEEDED. 
A. W. SOWDEN, Secretary. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRIMNTEKS, LimiTeD. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Partiamentary Bruis, Mrevres oF Evipeyxor, Booxs or 
REFERENCE, STATEMENTS OF CLAIM, Answers,&o., &o. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 
NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial Work 
Every desoription of Printing. 
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poaken et Say Pm AND WEEKLY REIORTER 


FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C. 
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Portsmouth’ 
Ord 


Kinesrorp Papwick, 


Barnam, Henry 1 
Portsmouth Pet April 4 


Electrical Engineer 
April 4 

Bo.trox, Jonx, Bootle, Lancs, Team Owner Liverpool 
Pet Mar16 Ord April 5 

Brockcway, Wit11am Jonx, Tenbury, Worcester, Grocer 
Kidderminster Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Burrows, Hersert Wiiiram. Harston, Cambs, 
Cambridge Pet Feb 16 Ord April 4 

Byers, Guy Evatacer, Llovds av, Merchant High Court 
Pet Jan7 Ord April 2 

Carte, Danret Stevenson, Redmile, Leicester, Miller 
Nottingham Pet April4 Ord April 4 

CuamBers, Witt1am Henry, Crabbs Cross. Warwick, 
Newsagent Birmingham Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

Couns. Wittiam Atsert, Kingsland rd, Upholsterer 
High Court Pet April 2 Ord April 6 

Crockett, Amos, Stourbridge, Fried Fish Dealer 
bridge Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Dicktxson, THomas Davin, Oldham, 
Oldham Pet Mar4 Ord April 4 

Datyxkwater, Harry, Upton St Leonards, Glos, Miller 
Gloucester Pet April1 Ord April 6 

Epwarps, Cuarixs, St Paul’s rd. Provision Dealer High 
Court Pet April6 Ord April 6 

Garpwer, Marcarert, Barrow in Furness, Hatter Barrow 
in Furness Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

Gopsmark, Epwarp Harry, Walton on Thames, Surrey, 
Grocer Kingston, Surrey Pet Mar 30 Ord April 2 

Heaton, Joun Roneat, Leeds, Cart Driver Leeds Pet 
April 4 Ord April 4 

Hitssos, James, Bishopsgate st Without, Merchant High 
Court Pet Feb 15 Ord April 6 

Huyt, Bevysamin. Tyldesley, Lancs, Potato Dealer 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Hurst, Srrrenen, Chiswick, Builder 
5 Ord April 5 

Jacksoy, WittiaMm, Stonevfleld,"Rochdale, Marble Merchant, 
Rochdale Pet Dec 17 Ord April 5 

Jones, Awtrrep, Winchester, Baker 
April 5 Ord April 5 

Kyionut, Freperick Craupr, and 
Ksient, Barnsley, Rent Collectors 
15 Ord April 2 

Lricn, Crctn Watker, United Empire Club, 
High Court Pet June7 Ord April 6 

Lyon, Witiiam Freperick, Westgate, Wakefield, Inn- 
keeper, Wakefield Pet April1 Ord April 1 

McSweeney, Perer, Caroline st East, Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Mar 22 Ord April 2 

Masoy, Jonn Tnromas, Turnpike In, Hornsey, Laundry 

‘Proprietor High Court Pet Feb19 Ord April 2 

Mowrorp, Watter, Long Hedges. Fishtoft, Lincs, Farmer 
Boston Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Myerscoven, Roprrt Artaur, Manchester, Metal Broker 
Manchester Pet Mar2 Ord April 6 

Narpgr, Witiay, Essex rd, Islington, Baker High Court 
Pet Mar7 Ord April 4 

Otrver, Henry, Heavitree, Devon, 
Exeter Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Pegwixc, Joun Burrows, Woburn, Ironmonger 
Pet April6 Ord April 6 

Roraeray, Daniet, Bradford, Stuff Presser 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 

SanpirortH, Herrert Wiisoyx, Halifax, Power Loom 
Overlooker Halifax Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Saxpy, Witiiam, Eastbourne, Grocer Eastbourne 
April 6 Ord April 6 

Szpewick, Freperick 
Liverpool Pet Mar9 Ord April 4 

Seviars, Water, Clayton, Lancs, Teacher of Music 
Ashton under Lyne Pet April5 Ord April 5 

SuHerrarp, James Jess, Hemington, Somerset, 
master Frome Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Starrorp, James Grecory, Sheffield, 
Sheffield Pet April 4 Ord Anril 4 

Summers, Frank. and Cuartes Rowe. 
High Court PetMar31 Ord April 4 

Summers, Water Tuomas, Malvern Link, Worcester, 
Baker Worcester Pet April5 Ord April 2 

Tatnot, Frep, Burnham, Somerset, Jobmaster 
water Pet April6 Ord April 6 

Wiipixe, Joun, Ulverston, Lancs Fish Dealer 
in Furness Pet April4 Ord April 4 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Atutey, Matturw. South Shields, Ironfounder Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Nov 24,1909 Rec Ord Dec 6, 1909 Rese 
April 4, 1910 


ADJUDICATIOW ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Fietcner, Ricwarp jun, Blackburn, Earthenware Dealer 
Rec Ord June 18, 1886 Adjud July 24, 1886 Rese and 
Annu! Mar 18, 1910 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, April 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atcock, Ricnarp Taomas, Froghall, 8taffs, Commutator 
Drawer Stoke upon Trent Pet April 9 Ord April 9 

Ayuirre, Tuomas, jun, Lisvane, Glam, Printer’s Manager 
Cardiff Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Baryseivar, Joun Wirtiam, Stockton on Tees, Traveller 
Stockton on Tees Pet April ‘ Ord April 8 

Barker, Witiiam, Leigh, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet 

- Mar = ng 6 

LouNT, Henry Wuitmore, Derby, China Dealer Derb 

Pet April6 Ord April 6 . . 

Buryuam, Epaar, St Leonards, Sussex Pet 
April8 Ord April 8 

BuenisH, Saran, Scarborough, Lodging 
Scarborough Pet April 7 Ord April 7 

Bynor, Cuartes Avocustus, Queen Victoria st, Dentist 
High Court Pet Oct5 Ord April 7 

CarTLepaor, WituiaM Ryatis, Hewry WILLIAM CARTLEDGE, 
and Hersert Ryatis Cartiepor, Kirkstall, Leeds, 
Market Gardeners Leeds Pet April7 Ord April 7 

Dairy, Percy Cuaries, Birmingham, Tripe Dresser 
Birmingham Pet April 7 Ord April 7 


Grocer 


Stour- 


Licensed Victualler 


Bolton 
Brentford Pet April 
Winchester Pet 


WILttam 
Pet Mar 


ALFRED 
Barnsley 


Piccadilly 


Commission Agent 
Luton 


Bradford 


Pet 
Lockxwoop, Liverpool, Printer 
School- 


Plaistow, Essex 


Bridg- 


Barrow 


Hastings 


House Keeper 





| Barroor, Enos, Hastings,Grocer April 20 at 12 


Photographer | 





Davies, ALFrep Josern, Grays, Essex, Tailor Chelmsford 
Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Dinstey, Henry Sternensoy, Barnsbury sq, Barnsbury, 
or Manufacturer High Court PetNov19 Ord 

pril 8 

Epwarps, Janz, Mallinson rd, Clapham junct, Grocer 
High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord April8 

Enyox, Witt1am Geroros, Treherbert. Glam, Carpenter 
Pontypridd Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Fixpiay, Aurraep. Middlesbrough, Fruit Dealer Middles- 
brough April8 Ord April 8 . 

Fox, Eowin Kirxsripe, c/o Percy Noel, Solicitor, 29, John 
st, Bedford row High Court Pet Jan6 Ord April 8 

Frencu, Freperick Epwarp Coiuier, Southsea, Hants, 
Outfitter Portsmouth Pet April 8 Ord April 8 

Hamittox, Epmunp Harpy, Strand, Newspaper Proprietor 
High Court Pet Mari8 Ord April8 

Harris. Samcet Tuomas, Bangor Bangor Pet April 8 
Ord April 8 

Hickixne, Artaur James, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manu- 
facturer Bristol April7 Ord April 7 

Hivurer, A E, Bermondsey st, Boot Dealer High Court 
Pet Mar15 Ord April 8 

Horrmay, Mariz, Barton on Irwell, Lancs 
Mar4 Ord April 5 

Hovutt, Davip, Worksop, Notts, Metal Merchant Sheffield, 
Pet Mar 14 Ord April 7 

IneLanp, Wittram Henry, Newton Abbot, 
Labourer Exeter Pet April7 Ord April 7 

Jones, Tuomas Evans, Penarth, Glam, Accountant 
Cardiff Pet April5 Ord April 5 

KetrTie, Hersert, Barnes, Estate Agent Wandsworth 
Pet April7 Ord April 7 

Patmer, WituiamM Henry,'Gt Castle st, Oxford st, Electri- 
eian High Court Pet Mar16 Ord April 6 

Parritr, Witt1aAmM Hersert, Ringwood, Hants, Cycle 
Dealer Salisbury Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Petty, Ropert, Crosshills, Kildwick, Yorks, 
Bradford Pet Mar 21 Ord April 7 

Porcetti, Domenico, Plainmoor, Torquay, Organ Grinder 
Kxeter Pet Mar24 Ord April 8 

Proctor, ExvizanetuH Awn, Cleethorpes, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Puocs, Tomas, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler Shrews- 
bury Pet April 7 Ord April 7 

Ruopes, THomas, Seabridge, nr Newcastle under Lyme, 
Monumental Mason Hanley Pet April8 Ord April8 

Suitu, Francis 811ras, Eastmeon, Hants, Baker Ports- 
mouth Pet April7 Ord April 7 

SuacpEN, C Rexton, Piceadilly High Court Pet March 11 
Ord April 7 

Tuomas, Henry, Glyn Neath, Glam, Labourer Neath and 
Aberavon Pet April 9 Ord April 9 

Titt, Lxonarp Joszrg. Bromsgrove, Worcester, Builder 
Worcester Pet April 7 Ord April 7 

TitterTon, James, Derby Derby Pet April 8 Ord 
April 8 

Turyer, Freperick Henry, Langwith, Derby, Butcher 
Chesterfield Pet April 8 Ord April 8 

Wate, Cuartrs Henry Umpnetity, Waterbeach, Cam- 
bridge High Court Pet Mari14 Ord April 7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Anprews, Gzorcr Samvuet, Birmingham, Baker April 20 
at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming- 


ham 
Off Rec, 


Salford Pet 


Devon 


Painter 


4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Baruam, Henry Kixasrorp Papwiox, Portsmouth, Elec- 
trical Engineer April 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, Cambridge 
junct. High st, Portsmouth 

Barker, Wii.1aM, Leigh, Lancs, Retail Draper April 21 
at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Burnisn. Saran, Scarborough, Lodging house Keeper 
April 22at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Bynoz, CHartes AuGcustus, Queen Victoria st, Dentist 
April 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Car.ite, Dayret Stevensoy, Redmile, Leicester, Miller 
April 20 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 

am 

CarTLeper, Wittiam Ryatis, Witt1amM Hewry Carrt- 
LEDGE, and Hernert Ryacis CagtiepGce, Headingley, 
Leeds, Market Gardeners April 20at11 Off Rec, 24, 
Bond st, Leeds 

pE Roypan, RC, Finsbury Pavement house, Clerk Apri 
21at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dinstey, Henry Stepnenson, Barnsbury sq, Barnsbury, 
Bioscope Manufacturer April 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Duwston, CoarLtes Henry, Iver Heath, Bucks, Hay Carter 
April 20 at12 14, Bedford row 

Epwarps, Jaws, Mallinson rd, Clapham junc, 
April 22at11 Hankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

E.is. Joun, Rusholme, Manchester, Clerk April 20 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Ryrom st, Manchester 

Egrincton, James, Gateshead Hardwareman April 20 at 
3 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Eyyox, Wiitiam Grorce, Treherbert, Glam, Carpenter 
April 21 at 11 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Taff st, 
Pontypridd 

Fox, Epwin Kinxsripe, c/o Percy Noel, Solicitor, John st, 
Bedford row April 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Gower, Amos, Tring, Herts, Licensed Hawker April 21 at 
12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Hamittoyx, Epmunp Harpy, Strand, Newspaper Proprietor 
April 20 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hicxtye, Astuur James, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manu- 
facturer April 20 at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

Hite, A E, Bermondsey st, Boot Dealer April 20 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Irnztaxnp, Wiiit1amM Henry, Newton Abbot, Devon, 
Labourer April 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, 
Exeter 

Kerrie, Herseat, Barnes, Estate Agent April 22 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Luzwettyx, Evay. Briton Ferry, Glam, Rollerman 


April 20 at 11 Off Rec, ‘Government bldgs, St Mary’s 
st, Swansea 


Grocer 





Lyow, WituiAm Frepericn, Wakefield, Innkeeper Apri 
20 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Martin, Nort, Worthing April 20 at10.30 Off Ree, 4 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Mountyey, Warez, Birmingham, Grocer April 20 at 19 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Myekrscoucs, Rospeat Artaur, Manchester, Metal Broker 
April 20 at 8.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Patmer, Wiiuiam Henry, Gt Castle st, Oxford at, Elec. 
trician April 27at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Preinc. Jony Burrows, Woburn, Beds, Ironmonger 
April 21 at 11 Court house, Luton 

Perry, Rosert, Crosshills, Kildwick, Yorks, Painter 
April 21 at 11 Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Pues, Taomas, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler April 93 
at11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Saxpy, Witviam, Eastbourne, Grocer April 20 at 11 Of 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Szpawoop, Frepraick Lockxwoop, Liverpool, Printer 
April 20 at 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Seviars, Watrer, Clayton, Lancs, Teacher of Music 
April 20 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

SuzrrarD, James Jess, Hemington, Somerset, School- 
master April 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

Saurra, Frayors S1ras, Eastmeon, Hants, Baker April 21 
at3.30 Off Rec. Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Srarrorp, James Greaory, Sheffield, Photographer April 
20at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Suapen, C Rexton, Piccadilly April 27at 1 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Summers, Watter Taomas, Malvern Link, Worcester, 
Baker April 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, 
Worcester 

SwiyveE.ts, Jouy, Saltley, Birmingham, Grocer April 22 
at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming- 
ham 

Tavsort, Fraep, Burnham, Somerset, Jobmaster 
at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Tit, Leonarp Josern, Bromsgrove, Worcester Builder 
April 21 at 12 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Tucker, Samvet, Lianelly. Carmarthen, Draper April 21 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Caumarthen 

Waker, Emma, Winchelsea, Sussex, School Proprietress 
April 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Waite, Cuastes Henry Umpuerry, Waterbeach,«Vam- 
bridge April 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADNJUDICATIONS. 


Atcock, Ricnarp Toomas, Froghall, Staffs, Commutator 
Drawer Stoke upon Trent Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Ay.irrz, Tomas, jun, Lisvane, Glam, Printer’s Manager 
Cardiff Pet April5 Ord April 5 : 

Barnsripger, Joan Wiii1am, Stockton on Tees, Commercial 
Traveller Stockton on Tees Pet April8 Ord April8 

Buacksurn, Artuvua, Pontefract, Furniture Dealer Wake- 
field Pet Feb 24 Ord April 9 ¥ 

Biount, Heyry Wairmore, Derby, China Dealer Derby 
Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 \ 

BuryuamM, Epcar, St Leonards, Sussex Hastings Pet 
April 8 Ord April 8 - 

BuenisH, Saran, Scarborough, Lodging house Keeper 
Scarborough Pet April? Ord April 7 : 

Casseus, doun Wnasem,tpenee av, Bowes Park, Licensed 
Victualler Edmonton Pet Mar4 Ord April 6 

Curr, WALTER Sypvey, Banbury, Woollen Manufacturer 
Fanbury Pet Jan1 Ord April 7 : 
Dattry, Percy Caarizs, Birmingham, Tripe Dresser 
Birmingham Pet April7 Ord April7 : 
Davies, ALFeep Josern, Grays Essex, Tailor Chelmsford 
Pet April8 Ord April8 

Earincton, James, Gateshead, Hardwareman 
on Tyne Pet Mar17 Ord April7 : 

Eyxoy, Witt1am Gerorce, Treberbert, Glam, Carpenter 
Pontypridd Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Fe.ton, ALFrep Witiam, Brentford, Builder Brentford 
Pet Mar5 Ord April7 ’ 

Frxp.ay, ALrrep, Middlesbrough, Fruit Dealer Middles- 
brough Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Frencu, Freperick Epwaro Course, Southsea, Outfitter 
Portsmouth Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Hanpstey, Artuua. sen, Kennington rd, Milk Contractor 
High Court Pet Feb17 Ord April 8 

Hicxinc, Artuor James, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet April? Ord April7 y 

Hovutt, Davip, Worksop, Notts, Metal Merchant Sheffield 
Pet Mar 14 Ord April 9 

InELAND, Witu1am Hewry, Newton Abbott, 
Labourer Exeter Pet April? Ord April 7 : 

Jones, Toomas Evans, Penarth, Glam, Accountant Cardiff 
Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

KetTrT_e, aa, Barnes, Estate Agent Wandsworth 
Pet April7 Ord April 7 : 

Kinc, Epwarp, Charles st, Holloway, Cab Proprietor 
HighCourt Pet Mar14 Ord April 9 

Parritt, »Witu1am Hersert, Ringwood, Hants Cycle 
Dealer Salisbury Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Perry, Rosert, Crosshills, Kildwick, Yorks, 
Bradford Pet Mar21 Pet April 9 

Ruopes, Tuomas, Seabridge, nr Newcastle under Lyme, 
Monumental Mason anley Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Seaton, Henzy Heassrt Doveras, Tokenhouse bldgs, 
Lothbury, Stockbroker High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord 
April 8 

Sarma Peances Siras, Eastmeon, Hants, Baker Ports- 
mouth Pet April7 Ord April 7 

Tuomas, Heway, Glyn Neath, Glam, Labourer Neath 
Pet April 9 Ord April 9 ; 

Tr.T, Leonarp Joszpx, Bromsgrove, Builder Worcester 
Pet April? Ord April 7 ; 

Tirteston, James, Derby Derby Pet April 8 Ord 
April 8 

9 Faeperick, Henry, Langwith, Derby, Butcher 
Chesterfield Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Watuixcton, Everarp, Lower Place Wharf, Acton In, 
Harlesden, Builders’ Merchant High Court Pet Feb 
3 Ord Aprils 

Waricut, Econ, Bozeat, Northampton, Farmer 
ton Pet Feb 1 Ord April Zz 


April 20 


Newcastle 


Devon, 


Painter 


Northamp- 











